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ABSTRACT 
A Survey of the Role Expectations of the 
Supervisors of Student Teachers 
(May 1987) 
Apollos Ndulaka Ihedigbo 
B.Th., Igbaja Theological Seminary at Ilorin, Nigeria 
B.S., Houghton College, M. Ed., University of Massachusetts 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Dr. Robert Miltz 
The major purpose of this study was to conduct a survey of 
some groups of cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and 
student teachers associated with the University of Massachusetts 
teacher preparation programs with the intent to investigate the 
role expectations of the university supervisors of student 
teachers during student teachers' field experiences. In addition, 
the study sought to develop, in order of priority, the roles to be 
expected of university supervisors of student teachers. 
This was entirely a questionnaire study. The data were 
collected from a sample population of 201 persons within the 
Amherst Public Schools area. Out of this number, there were 
seventy-nine cooperating teachers, thirty-seven university super- 
vi 
visors, and eight-five student teachers. All of them were asked 
to respond to the questionnaire. The format of the Role Defini¬ 
tion Instrument wss originally developed by Ralph Linton but later 
modified by Mason, Gross, and McEachern. 
The first part of the questionnaire was prepared to collect 
the demographic information of the respondents, which included: 
sex, preofessional position, experience, academic qualification, 
and type of school. The demographic variables did not make any 
significant contributions to the decision of the repondents. 
The analysis of the data indicated that significant dif¬ 
ferences occurred between pairs of groups in the way they per¬ 
ceived the importance of some of the items of the instrument. 
However, the final result revealed that there were no significant 
differences in the ways the groups ranked the role items. 
Based on the findings of the study, a nine-role items were 
developed and ranked according to the order of their importance 
to the respondents. Recommendations from the study suggested to 
teacher-education institutions to (a) plan training programs for 
university supervisors in the form of courses, seminars, and work¬ 
shops in order to acquaint them with the roles expected of them 
during student teaching, and (b) teach university supervisors how 
to use the clinical supervisory skills during supervision. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
General statement of the problem. 
In spite of the well-known consensus among writers on teacher 
evaluation of the critical importance of student teaching, there seems 
to be widespread dissatisfaction in the professional community with the 
effectiveness of the present student teaching programs. The undispute- 
able fact is that university methods instructors do not only owe the 
general public the responsibility of introducing pedagogical ideas to 
students on campus, but they are also responsible for helping those 
students put those ideas into practice. Supporting the above obser¬ 
vation, Andrews (1964) has this to say: 
Nowhere are the vast extremes between excellence and 
inadequacy in student teaching more striking and more 
shocking than in the dimension of quality. Some student 
teachers have a skillfully guided growth experience 
which leads them to an artistic and professionally ef¬ 
fective performance in directing learning, while others 
have a continuously frustrating, emotionally disturbing 
experience during which they receive little positive 
direction or assistance, and may in fact learn unwise 
and professionally unsound procedures....(pp. 7-8). 
The problem of quality in student teaching started soon after 
discontinuation of normal schools, teachers' colleges, and campus 
schools, when student teaching was moved, from campuses or laboratory 
schools to public schools, with much of the responsibility for super¬ 
vision assigned to cooperating teachers who were regular classroom 
teachers. This arrangement, still generally followed today, has been 
used to prepare large numbers of teachers now practicing, but it contin¬ 
ues to generate its problems. 
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Under the present arrangement, schools of education or teacher 
preparation institutions do not have control over the settings in which 
they place their student teachers, and in the selection and qualifica¬ 
tion of the cooperating teachers (Howey, 1977; Lipke, 1979; McCaleb, 
1979). This is how O'Hanlon (1976) describes the situation: 
To secure a laboratory for its own work, the college of 
education must presently operate as the guest of school 
systems, and, as a guest, is restricted in many ways 
which reduce its opportunities to gain from and contri¬ 
bute to the laboratory in as meaningful was as it might 
(p. 134). 
Despite the enthusiasm of student teachers and cooperating 
teachers for student teaching, many people familiar with the area have 
raised doubts about its value (Hooper and Johnston, 1973; Kaltsounis 
and Nelson, 1968; Lipke, 1979; McDonald, 1977; Tabachnick, 1980; Tem- 
plin, 1979; and Zeichner, 1980). A substantial body of empirical evi¬ 
dence justifies the claims of those who question the positive influence 
of student teaching on successful teaching (Alvermann, 1981; Glassberg 
and Sprinthall, 1980; Hoy, 1967; Iannaconne, 1963; Sorenson and Halpert, 
1968; Thies-Sprinthall, 1980). Glassberg and Sprinthall (1980) note 
that the results of such research "indicate a multiplicity of concrete 
and clearly negative findings - student teachers became more authori¬ 
tarian, rigid, impersonal, restrictive, arbitrary, bureaucratic, and 
custodial by the end of their student teaching experience" (p. 31). 
It has also been observed that to some teacher-education insti¬ 
tutions, the student teaching program in public schools amounts to no¬ 
thing but a placement bureau due to their inability to provide adequate 
and effective supervision. According to Bowman's report (1978), 
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"there is little assurance that the supervision of student teachers 
holds a great priority among teacher preparation institutions." Al¬ 
though Bowman's sample may not be large enough for generalization, 
his findings make it clear that there is urgent need in some institu¬ 
tions of education to define the competance requirements of those who 
supervise student teachers in public schools (p. 64). 
Instead of attempting to solve the problem, some institutions 
continue with the habit of leaving entire supervision of student teach¬ 
ers in the hands of cooperating teachers. Such practices have raised 
many oppositions witht he reason that during student teaching, students 
develop the tendency of abandoning university "theory" in favor of the 
practices of teir cooperating teachers (Dewey, 1904; Iannaccone, 1963; 
Silberman, 1970; Lortie, 1975). However, cooperating teachers cannot 
be expected to provide effective guidance for such students unless the 
cooperating teachers have been given planned, systematic opportunities 
to develop the skills associated with classroom supervision (Garland, 
1982 p. 179). Copeland and Boyan (1975), envisioned this problem when 
they stated: 
Many of these (cooperating) teachers, who are excellent 
performers themselves, have difficulty exercising direct 
influence of a beneficial nature on student teachers. 
They find it difficult, for example, to conduct fruitful 
conferences for student teachers' teaching skills. They 
often cannot provide meaningful feedback about teaching 
performance to the student teacher because of their own 
lack of skills needed for effective observation and anal¬ 
ysis of teaching encounters (p. 29). 
According to Lamb, et al. (1965), if cooperating teachers should 
possess all the requisite skills, competencies and understanding for 
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student teaching supervision, then surely it should be admitted that 
the university supervisor is superfluous. Therefore, the position 
should be eliminated. Traditionally, however, the supervision of 
student teachers has not been the responsibility of the cooperating 
teacher (Cohn, 1981, p. 27). 
Another problem is that some teacher-education institutions 
do not offer certification courses, according to Krajewski (1985), 
do not treat nor focus any attention on the real issues affecting 
instructional supervision. This lack of commitment to supervisor 
preparation programs on the part of some teacher-education institu¬ 
tions has resulted in hiring supervisors who are not knowledgeable 
enough in the role expectations of the supervisors of student teachers. 
Under such a condition, it is absolutely not surprising that a student 
teacher could complete the present teacher preparation requirements 
without gaining real insight into the customs and traditions of the 
school system, and the professional requirements of a teacher (Purpel, 
1967 p. 21). 
Finally, according to Egbert (1985), professional education 
studies may be subdivided into three parts: (a) foundations and edu¬ 
cation-related science which include such courses as educational 
philosophy, educational psychology, and human development; (b) 
curriculum and methods, and (c) field experience, which includes 
student teaching (p. 17). In one of their reports, Egbert and Kluender 
(1983) stated that under the present teacher education programs, the 
field experience component is just nine per cent of the total program 
5 
for the elementary and eight per cent for the secondary schools (p. 18). 
On the other hand, support for student teaching has a long his¬ 
tory (Dewey, 1904; Conant, 1963; Association of Teacher Educators, 
1973). Field-based instruction is generally assumed to be necessary 
and useful (Joyce, Yarger, and Howey, 1977). in the medical profes¬ 
sion, for example, there are studies, which suggest that doctors con¬ 
sider academic requirements to be irrelevant to the real work of 
physicians (Becker, Geer, Hughes and Strauss, 1961). Similarly, sev¬ 
eral studies report that university or college students and cooperating 
teachers consider student teaching to be the most important part of 
teacher education programs, overshadowing the student's academic and 
professional course work (Lovtie, 1975; Peck and Tucker, 1973; Yama- 
mato, Pederson, Opdahl, Dangel, Townsend, Paleologos, and Smith, 1969). 
The university campus reamins the most feasible site to estab¬ 
lish a truly professional teacher preparation system (Watts, 1982, 
p. 50). Howsam, Corrigan, Denemark, and Nash (1976) identified some 
of the advantages as a scholarly environment, opportunities for liberal 
learning, specialization in the disciplines, access to social and be¬ 
havioral sciences and the humanities which undergrid the profession, 
privilege of academic freedom, and a rich cultural environment. In 
addition, the necessary facilities, personnel, and administrative 
structure are already in place. Therefore, special efforts should be 
made to prevent the demise of preservice campus-based teacher educa¬ 
tion (p. 6). The University of New Hampshire, University of Kansas, 
Grambling State University, and Doane College programs are examples 
6 
of special efforts being made to preserve teacher preparation programs 
(Edgert et al, pp 20-21). 
Another one of the problems that is contributing to hinder ef¬ 
fective supervision of student teachers is the acute shortage of quali¬ 
fied university supervisors. it should be remembered that this problem 
which was foreseen two decades ago has continued to get worse (Purpel, 
1967, p. 22). If it is not controlled now, surely it will pose a 
threat to the future supervision of student teaching in public schools. 
As the number of student teachers continues to rise, the number 
of qualified supervisors, on the other hand, has continued to diminish. 
This trend of events has forced some teacher education institutions to 
vie for the talents of the few qualified supervisors. Others try to 
solve the problem by assigning experienced instructors who major in 
other fields of education to be in charge of student teaching super¬ 
vision. Such instructors end up being "administrative instructional 
supervisors" rather than "consultative instructional supervisors" 
(Strugeo, 1979, pp 586-589). Still many have gone to the extent of 
assigning the supervision of student teachers to graduate students. 
To assign such a role with tremendous responsibilities to a 
graduate student, who is primarily concerned with getting a degree, 
and then to disappear from the scene, seems somewhat unwise (Lamb, 
1965 p. 16). Gallagher, Romano, Sunflower, and Shepherd, (1983) have 
suggested that doctoral students working as graduate assistants and 
instructors can acquire the needed supervisory skills through field- 
based activities and participation in seminars and workshops to enable 
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them conduct effective supervision (p. 48); if such provisions are 
made. 
Another problem worthy of mentioning in this paper is on finance. 
According to Watts (1982), teacher education suffers from an inappro¬ 
priate and inadequate funding structure. He argues that the use of 
the full-time equivalent (PTE) formula to determine allocations for 
teacher preparation programs places emphasis upon quantity or "warm 
bodies," instead of quality (p. 51). Smith (1980) also argues that 
any proposed change in a teacher preparation program's policies or 
plans of study is always viewed in light of its affect upon enrol¬ 
lment." This is a strange funding policy indeed, considering that in 
1979 institutions nationwide graduated 172,902 teachers for 74,750 
available positions." (Graybeal, 1980). 
According to Peseau and Orr (1980), the expenditure of the in¬ 
stitutions they surveyed averaged only $927 for each teacher education 
during the 1977-78 school year. The following year (1978-79), the 
average expenditure per full-time equivalent (FTE) for all majors in 
higher education was $2,363. By comparisons, the average amount ex¬ 
pended per year on every medical is $20,000 (Appignani, 1981). Peseau 
and Orr, et al. (1980), also reported that teacher preparation programs 
tend to receive smaller proportion of the dollar the institutions pro¬ 
duce from students credit hours than do other programs. The financial 
status of teacher education has remained as Robert Hawsam (1976) des¬ 
cribed it over a decade ago. He said, "Teacher education still sits 
on the academic street corner, tin cup in hand, begging for the capital 
to market its products" (p. 66). 
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Specific statement of the problem 
Throughout the history of the development of student teaching 
in public schools, there has never been much emphasis on the impor¬ 
tance of those who supervise student teachers (Monso and Bebb, 1970, 
p. 201). Besides, of all the positions in teacher education today, 
the university supervisor is the one mostly under attack as being re¬ 
dundant and unnecessary. According to Smith (1964), if teacher-edu¬ 
cation critics had had their way, the roles of the university super¬ 
visor would have been completely eliminated (p. 132). 
The University supervisor's main duty involves visiting the 
student teachers at their different assigned cooperating public 
schools. The underlying assumption is that student teachers first 
acquire knowledge and principles of teaching in their method classes 
within the university. then, during student teaching, they learn 
how to apply those principles in the field. Therefore, according 
to Marilyn Cohn (1981), the role of the university supervisor is 
basically to assess periodically the student teachers' abilities 
to apply previously acquired knowledge in the "real world" of schools 
(p. 28). 
In a closer look at the university supervision of student 
teachers, Zimpher, de Voss and Nott (1980) state that the role of the 
university supervisor cannot be limited to observation; rather, the 
role constitutes the totality of the supervisor's presence in the 
student teaching experience (p. 14). In other words, the university 
supervisor plays a unique and outstanding role during the field 
experience of student teachers. 
Despite the comple nature of their work, the roles university 
supervisors play as they supervise student teachers are often under¬ 
estimated. in confirmation to the above observation. Perry and John¬ 
son (1974) assert that university supervisors are forgotten members 
of the education department because of the nature of the duties they 
perform during student teaching (p. 174). They are often faced with 
such questions as: "What do supervisors do during student teaching, 
and to what end?" (Bowman, 1979, pp. 29-30). 
Such questions are not only discouraging; they are also frus- 
trating, at least if compared with the complexity of the job they do. 
However, some of the questions arise when there are some noticeable 
unsolved problems within the student teacher/university supervisor/ 
cooperating teacher triadic relationship. At other times, critics 
raise similar questions as a result of their obvious lack of intimate 
and adequate knowledge about what happens among the three groups— 
university supervisors, student teachers and cooperating teachers. 
According to Zimpher (1980), one of the university's super¬ 
visor's chief duties is the 'defining and communicating the univer¬ 
sity's purposes and expectations to be fulfilled by the student 
teacher and the cooperating teacher'. In the performance of this 
duty, the university supervisor is the watchdog for the completion 
of the university requirements during that designated period. Al¬ 
though he/she lacks a direct influence on the teaching style of the 
student teachers, the university supervisor seems to be the only one 
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to moke critical contributions to the student teachers' progress (pp 
13-14). 
Supervising student teaching is really very hard. Many teacher 
education institutions expect their supervisors to guide, supervise, 
and evaluate the progress of ten to twenty student teachers. They 
are also expected to know the students well enough in order to pro¬ 
vide discerning and knowledgeable evaluation of their performances in 
a real classroom situation. Marilyn Cohn, et al. (1981), describe the 
tussle this way: 
Sporadically a university-designated individual ar¬ 
rives on the school premises, enters the novice's 
classroom, observes and takes notes, and then ar¬ 
ranges a conference during lunch or free periods. 
The conference is usually a supervisor-led dis¬ 
cussion of the lesson observed, focusing on critical 
incidents, significant patterns, strengths and 
weaknesses, and strategies for change. The basic 
purpose of the visit appears to be threefold: to 
monitor and assess the progress of the novice's 
performance; to identify any specific area of dif¬ 
ficulty and to offer assistance; to keep in touch 
with cooperating teachers and principal (p. 26). 
Similarly, several other authors have described what university 
supervisors do in actual practice. According to them, university su¬ 
pervisors visit their student teachers five times and spend approxi¬ 
mately six hours in the school, their visits include the, "amenities 
of greeting and exchanging pleasantries with the building principal 
and sitting recess periods," with the actual observation of student 
teaching limited to about one hundred minutes during the entire 
student teaching experience. The observation is generally followed 
by a conference with the student teacher (Bowman, 1979; Cohn, 1981; 
Zimpher, de Voss, and Nott, 1980). 
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At various times the student teaching process under university 
supervisors has been referred to as "outmoded" (kilgore, 1979); "iatro¬ 
genic" (Thies-Sprinthall, 1980); "a needless drain on resources" (Bow¬ 
man, 1979); and a reluctant profession" (Mosher and Purpel, 1972). 
Others have advocated the elimination of the university supervisor from 
the whole process (Bennie, 1972; Bowman, 1979; Henry and Beasley, 1975. 
Patty, 1973; and Spanjer, 1972). Unfortunately for them, none of their 
revisions has acheived wide acceptance. 
On the other hand, to eliminate the university supervisor from 
participating in the supervision of student teachers will definitely 
create many more problems. At least he/she is the only person from the 
university who is in the unique position of being able to help student 
teachers turn what they have larned in university methods classes into 
practice. According to Zimpher, et al. (1980): 
.if the university supervisor were not directly 
involved in the student teaching experience, there 
would have been no direction, set of requirements, 
evaluation, or assessment of the student teacher's 
experience in the shod site (p. 14). 
Finally, Emans (1983) has suggested the redefinition of the 
responsibilities of university supervisors during student teacher's 
field experiences. He specifically proposed that: 
1. The functions of college supervisors be changed so that they would 
have less direct responsibility for the immediate and direct super¬ 
vision of student teachers than they presently have. 
2. College supervisors serve in an inservice mode my working with 
school, personnel on curriculum development and improvement of 
teaching. 
College supervisors focus attention on the interpretation of the 
theory and research that comprise the knowledge base for education 
(p. 16). 
3. 
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It is therefore, the intention of the researcher, considering 
these problems, to conduct a survey of what the roles fo university 
supervisors should be during student teachers’ field experiences. 
The researcher also feels that this is a step to the right direction 
of an attempt to help solve the problems. 
Purpose of study. 
The purpose of the study is to: 
1. Investigate what cooperating teachers, university supervisors, 
and student teachers believe the roles university supervisors 
should be during student teachers' field experiences. 
2. Analyze and interpret the data from the subject population in 
the areas of planning, observing, evaluating, and additional 
activities related to student-teacher supervision. 
3. Develop a set of roles to be expected of university supervisors 
based on free responses of the research population. 
4. Suggest what teacher preparation institutions could do in or¬ 
der to prepare university supervisors properly for the task of 
of supervising field experience student teachers. 
Significance of study 
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Thorough supervision of teachers in an essential ingredient 
in the preparation of future teachers. Some teacher-education insti¬ 
tutions have lost the confidence and respect of the public because of 
their failure to carry out this basic requirement for teacher certi¬ 
fication . 
The work by Doyle Watts (1982) on campus-based preservice teach¬ 
er education confirms this assertion. Watts states: 
Schools of education are blamed by the public, legislators, 
and even teachers for inadequately preparing new practi¬ 
tioners. Assigning responsibility but not granting author¬ 
ity creates a hopeless situation. Withour autonomy, schools 
of education lack authority to develop a quality preservice 
teacher education program, even when the desire is there (pp. 
51-52). 
In another study, universities and colleges preparing future 
teachers have been accused of producing "hordes of certified ignoram¬ 
uses" (Lyons, 1979, p.123). Eddelfelt (1979) also states that insti¬ 
tutions that prepare future teachers are being judged as "somewhere 
between dying and barely surviving" (p. 28). George (1979) also in¬ 
dicates that some of the institutions will be sentenced to extinction 
by the year 2001 (pp. 54-58). 
The ways the supervision of student teachers are being planned 
and executed seem to be the root causes fo the problem. For instance, 
many university supervisors and cooperating teachers lack the neces¬ 
sary knowledge and skills for observing and providing feedback and 
technique for training student teachers to use skills (Andrews, 1967; 
Lipke, 1979). Besides, the various parties involved in teacher edu- 
14 
cation have the tendency to disdain ownership of the problems implicit 
in the supervision of student teachers (Applegate and Lasley, 1982, p. 
17) . 
This study is channeled to provide significant import for teach¬ 
er educators to re-examine and re-evaluate their goals and objectives 
for student teachers, especially those who work directly with field 
experience students. The researcher believes that by so doing, it 
would help to improve strained relationships and cease such problem 
statements as: 
I do not know what the college or university wants as 
the goals and objectives of Field Experience Student's 
experiences (Ibid., p. 16). 
From the researchers' perspectives many schools of education 
might begin to recognize the importance of role specifications for 
their supervisors of student teachers through this study. It could 
also help educators to be more sensitive to the issues involving the 
supervision of student teachers, such as their continued effort to 
hire individuals who have no knowledge of the techniques of super¬ 
vision . 
According to Andrews (1964), once the supervision of student 
teachers is left in the hands of incompetent supervisors, students 
end up with a continuously frustrating and emotionally disturbing 
experience throughout the period of their internship (pp. 7-8). 
Carnegie Report also suggests that supervision of student 
teachers should be left in the hands of well-trained supervisors. In 
a bulletin of the Carnegie Foundation is found this statement: 
15 
From the standpoint of both pupils' progress in the 
practice school and of the student teacher's growth 
in skill, the amount and quality of supervision are 
matters of prime consideration. Along with adequate 
schools for demonstration and practice, an institu¬ 
tion for the training of teachers needs staff of 
well-trained supervisors and critics and a carefully 
organized system of directing the work of students 
in training. (Mooney, 1937 , p. 41). 
It is therefore the intention of the researcher that through 
this study he would draw the attention of teacher training institu¬ 
tions to begin a long term planning toward the solution of the pro¬ 
blem. Once a solution is established in supervision, it would be a 
stepping stone toward solving other unsolved problems associated with 
teacher education. 
This study is also in response to may appeals on both scholarly 
and professional fronts by some members of the supervision community 
for renewed efforts to bring the field of supervision to a full aca¬ 
demic stature (Anderson, 1982, p. 180). If through this study the 
members of other local certification boards of education could begin 
to look at the supervision of student teachers from a different per¬ 
spective rather than that already set up by tradition, then, the re¬ 
searcher would have made an enormous contribution toward the future 
improvement of supervision in general, and the supervision of student 
teachers in particular. 
However, possible changes in the way present university super¬ 
visors carry out their duties, or any form of program training, can¬ 
not be designed and implemented successfully until teacher education 
instiutions have seriously discussed the following unanswered questions 
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1. What are the most important roles the university supervisors 
should perform during the student teacher's field experience? 
2. What are the basic skills of classroom supervision or super¬ 
visory skills university supervisors should know prior to 
hiring them? 
3. What are the most appropriate steps each teacher-education 
institution has to take in order to produce qualified and 
skillful university supervisors of tomorrow? 
Design and methodology 
Design: 
1. A questionnaire instrument (Appendix A) will be constructed 
based on the review of periodicals, and textbooks dealing with 
the supervision of student teachers and Ralph Linton's Role 
Definition Format. 
2. The researcher will field test the instrument by using ten 
faculty and nonfaculty members of the university community 
associated with the supervision of student teachers at the 
elementary level. 
3. The instrument will be redesigned based on the corrections and 
suggestions from the field test. 
4. The questionnare will then be sent to the study population. 
5. After a fortnight from the initial dispatch of the instrument, 
the researcher will be making regular contacts to the offices 
of the superintendent of schools in Amherst, the directors and 
coordinators of practicum and practicum programs to gather their 
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responses. 
6. The data from the questionnaire will be recorded and analyzed 
Methodology. 
The researcher feels that the technique of questionnaire will 
be the most appropriate method to use in this type of study. it is 
one of the most widely used instruments in educational research 
(Isaac, 1971). 
According to Patton (1980), in selecting research methods it is 
no longer a matter of experimental designs with quantitative measure¬ 
ment versus holistic—inductive designs based on qualitative measure¬ 
ment. Rather, it is a paradigm of choices, which recognizes that dif¬ 
ferent methods are appropriate for different situations (pp. 19-20). 
Instrumentation 
The data in the study will be gathered by means of a quantita¬ 
tive method. The Role Definition Instrument, originally developed 
by Ralph Linton and later modified by Mason, Gross, and McEachern 
will be used in this study. The validity of the instrument has been 
proved to be the academic community (Leonard, 1967, p. 24). 
A questionnaire consisting of forty-nine closed items will be 
utilized to gather the information about perceptions and opinions of 
subjects regarding what they should expect the university supervisor 
to do during student teaching. The questionnaire will be divided in¬ 
to four subsections of planning, observing, evaluating, and some ad- 
ditional activities. 
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The responses of each item are rated on a five- 
point Likert scale of agreement to disagreement (Mouly, 1970, p. 299). 
From the data collected, each subject will be categorized ac¬ 
cording to the degree of positive or negative reponses. Further, the 
depth of the responses from the questionnaire will aid in analyzing 
the data and formula specific conclusions. 
Study population 
Criteria. All subjects in the study must meet any of the fol¬ 
lowing criteria: 
1. The principals and cooperating teachers to be involved in the study 
presently working as staff members of cooperating public ele¬ 
mentary schools within Amherst. 
2. Each of the student teachers and university supervisors in this 
study must have been at least one semester in Early Childhood/Ele¬ 
mentary Teacher programs of the University. 
Sample Selection. The ultimate purpose of the study is to exam¬ 
ine the opinion of the subjects on what roles the university super¬ 
visor should or should not play during the student teachers' field 
experiences in public schools associated with the University of Mas¬ 
sachusetts at Amherst. To secure a valid research group of the num¬ 
ber: 
1. 100 Cooperating teachers will be asked to respond to the forty- 
nine items on a questionnaire concerning the positive and nega¬ 
tive perceptions on what roles the university supervisor should 
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perform during student teaching. 
2. 50 university supervisors will also be involved in the study. 
3. 100 pre-practicum and practicum students of the School of Educa¬ 
tion during the Spring and Fall semesters of 1985. 
Field test. 
The questionnaire to be used in this study will be field tested 
on a group of faculty and non-faculty members of the university com¬ 
munity who will not be included in the research population. All items 
of the questionnaire will be associated with planning, observing, 
evaluating, and other activities that can make student teaching suc¬ 
cessful. Feedback from such a test will be used to produce a final 
copy of the instrument. 
Analysis of data. 
The researcher will code each item of the questionnaire accord¬ 
ingly. He will also conduct a frequency analysis for each of the three 
groups of respondents on each item of the survey. The mean score for 
each role will be calculated and randed in order of the mean score. 
Then, the roles with the lowest mean scores will be rated as the most 
important to a greater number of respondents. 
By so doing, the researcher will produce a ranked order of 
identifiable roles which will be expected of the university super¬ 
visor student teaching in public elementary schools. 
Definition of terms. 
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Student Teachinq - Refers to a period of supervised teaching. 
During this period, student teachers take increasing responsibilities 
for a given group of learners over a period of several weeks (Lamb, 
1965, p. 2). It is also referred to as a period of practical exper¬ 
ience for student teachers. 
Student Teacher - Refers to any college or university student 
who is studying to make his/her career. Such a student is usually 
assigned to observe, participate and teach in a classroom of a coop- 
era^-^-n9 public school (Ibid. , p. 3). At times, such students are 
called: potential teachers, teacher-education students, preservice 
field experience students, or field experience students. 
Teacher Education Program - This refers to a college or uni¬ 
versity program consisting of course work and supervised direct 
teaching experience in teaching. In most cases, successful completion 
of the program is required for teacher certification (Garland, 1982, 
p. 6) . 
Role - Sarbin (1954) defines a role as "...a patterned sequence 
of learned actions or deeds performed by a person in an interaction 
situation” (p. 225). 
Cooperating Teacher - Refers to a faculty member of any cooper¬ 
ating public school in whose classroom a student teacher carries out 
his/her student teaching practice. Other terms referring to the same 
person include supervising teacher and critic teacher. 
University Supervisor - This term covers any person employed by 
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a college or university and assigned to visit the student teachers at 
their field location for the purpose of guiding, supervising and eval¬ 
uating the student teachers' field experiences (Lamb, 1965, p. 14). 
Clinical Supervision - Clinical supervision is an intensive 
process designed to improve instruction by conferring with a teacher 
on lesson planning, observing the lesson, analyzing the observa¬ 
tional data, and giving the teacher feedback about the obseervation 
(Glatthorn, 1984, p. 4) It involves assisting teachers to develop 
through direct, guided experience those skill needed for diagnosing 
and meeting the needs of children (Shane and Weaver, 1976, p. 95). 
Sununative Evaluation - Summative evaluation is a process where¬ 
by the supervisors judge the professional competence of teachers. 
According to Sullivan (1980), summative evaluation is primarily an 
as inspectional task, basically for the purpose of tenuring, rating 
and employing teachers (p. 31). 
Formative Evaluation - Under formative evaluation, supervisors 
act as helping persons, change agents who work toward the improve¬ 
ment of teaching and learning. It is a type of recordkeeping of 
the teaching performances of teachers in the classroom as that data 
collected might be used by the teachers concerned for t he improvement 
of their teaching methods. Sergiovani and Staratt (1979) state that 
teachers are held accountable in a professional sense by formative 
evaluation. It emphasizes the teacher's "ongoing growth and develop¬ 
ment" (p. 286). 
Apprenticeship - Refers to the period of employed service when 
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a student teacher combines his/her initial professional study with 
teaching experience as a means of qualifying for initial certifica- 
tion under a combined earn and learn plan. 
Laboratory School - a laboratory school was a university estab¬ 
lished school with the primary purpose of using it as a laboratory for 
student teaching or for observation, participation and student teach¬ 
ing. It was located either on or off campus. 
—ar^j-cipation - By participation, the researcher refers to all 
those activities between observation and full responsibility for 
teaching or directing group activities of pupils. 
Cooperating Schools - Refers to Day Care Centers, and grades 
K-6 of elementary schools associated with the University of Massachu¬ 
setts at Amherst. 
Principals - Includes administrative heads of Day Care Centers 
and elementary schools associated with the University of Massachusetts 
at Amherst. 
Pre-practicum Students - Are students who intend to become pro¬ 
fessional teachers. According to procedures, they are allowed to 
spend two mornings a week for a minimum of one semester in natural 
classroom settings. While in the classrooms, they are expected to ob- 
Jserve and seek to understand: the classroom settings, students' at- 
]titudes and behavior, cooperating teachers' teaching strategies, and 
school routine. At the earliest appropriate time, they are expected 
to participate in: individual tutoring, small group work, ask ques¬ 
tions of, and seek suggestions from the cooperating teachers. 
23 
Practxcum Students - Are student teachers who are expected to 
spend their full time teaching for a minimum of one semester. During 
this period, they are required to: prepare materials and plan lessons, 
seek increasing amounts of teaching planning responsibilities, take 
initiatives when they perceive needs in the classroom. At the earliest 
appropriate time, participate in individual tutoring, small group work, 
after school help to students, supervised teaching, periodic observa¬ 
tion by teacher and periodic joint evaluation of classroom performances, 
Limitations of study. 
This study cannot be generalized to whole wide world, nor can 
it be generalized to school districts across the United States. Rather, 
the study will be limited to the University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
and elementary schools within the Amherst-Pelham public school system, 
which are associated with the University's Student Teaching Program. 
the study is also limited to pre-practicum, practicum students, 
and university supervisors including T.A.'s (Teaching Assistants), who 
happened to be involved in their different programs during the 1985- 
1986 academic year. In the same manner the principals, and cooperating 
teachers to be used in this study are those who are currently teaching 
and working in the sample schools. 
Finally, the study is completely restricted to a survey of the 
role expectations of the supervisors of student teachers. Since the 
data to be gathered and analyzed would come from a limited geographi¬ 
cal area, the results should not be projected to a wider population. 
However, the conclusions to be reached may be suggestive to a set of 
needs applicable to other areas. 
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Organization of study. 
The study is subdivided into five chapters. 
Chapter I presents the following: the statements of the Pro¬ 
blem, Purpose of Study, Significance of Study, Design and Methodol¬ 
ogy, Study Population, Analysis of Data, Definition of Terms, and 
Organization of Study. 
Chapter II presents a review of the literature dealing with 
the history of supervision, some different approaches to effective 
classroom supervision, and some of the essential roles the university 
supervisor of student teaching can undertake to make the student 
teacher's field experiences more successful. 
Chapter III provides a description of the design and research 
methodology used in the study. 
Chapter IV presents the analysis and interpretation of data 
from the survey. 
Chapter V presents conclusions of the study, and recommenda¬ 
tions for future research. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Introduction 
It may be inaccurate to assume that people in various fields 
of study, such as physics, philosophy, psychology, sociology or edu¬ 
cation have varying degrees of consciousness regarding their histor¬ 
ical traditions. In the same manner, supervision as a professional 
field of study has traditionally been an adjunct of educational admin¬ 
istration (Mosher and Purpel, 1972, p. 14). It is therefore not sur¬ 
prising to observe that it has little to offer by way of history; 
neither is it difficult to understand how an important and pervasive 
school function such as supervision escaped historical investigation 
(Glanz, 1982, pp. 8-12). 
The writer strongly believes that historical exploration will 
help supervisors to understand and become aware of the problems that 
have plagued instructional supervision. To nurture and revive the 
historical consciousness and supervision community. It is interest¬ 
ing to know that people have started to expose the problems by way of 
writing. 
Although the number of books and articles currently avail¬ 
able on the topic of supervision may not be much greater than it was 
in the early seventies, there is no doubt that the quality and the 
usefulness of the newer materials are much greater (Sergiovanni, 1982, 
p. 182). Student teachers want direct assistance to help them improve 
the learning opportunities of children, but instead they often see 
those who are to assist them heavily involved in administrative 
25 
26 
duties which are not directly related to improving instruction. The 
worst part of it is that literature does not provide a definite role 
description for either instructional or university supervisors, from 
which the researcher could operate. 
The intent of this review, therefore, is to conduct a research 
on books, magazines, and articles related to supervision in general 
and to student teacher supervision in particular. Guidelines to the 
literature review include: 
1. A chronological review of the history of university supervision 
of student teachers. 
2. A review of some of the university supervisor's expected roles in 
the training of student teachers; and 
3. A review of some of the techniques and skills for classroom super¬ 
vision. 
A brief review of the university supervision of student teachers. 
The supervision of student teachers first began in Europe 
during the Middle Ages. In those early days, many people became 
teachers by srving a lengthy apprenticeship under a "master" teacher 
who was the cooperating teacher as well as the supervisor. The ap¬ 
prenticeship, like contemporary student teaching, embodied the con¬ 
cept of learning by doing, and because of this similarity might be 
considered a "forerunner" of student teaching (Johnson and Perry, 1974, 
p. 1) . 
The professional preparation of student teachers began in the 
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United States after the establishment of normal schools during the 
early part of the nineteenth century. This was one hundred and fifty 
years after the first normal school had opened in Europe. The first 
normal school to be opened in the United States was at Concord in the 
State of Vermont in 1823. The first state-sponsored normal school in 
the country was established in 1839 in Lexington, Massachusetts. 
(Johnson and Perry, et al., pp. 3-4). 
Training and supervising student teachers took a dramatic turn 
after the normal schools at Oswego in New York State and Bloomington 
in the State of Illinois were opened. The Oswego normal school intro- 
dcued the Pestalozzian method, while the Bloomington normal school in¬ 
troduced the Herbatian method. Both philosophies centered on the im¬ 
provement of methods of instruction and laid much emphasis upon 
student teaching as the means of reaching that goal (Perry and Johnson, 
et al., p. 5). 
The evolution of normal schools into state teachers' colleges 
took place during the turn of this century and until shortly after 
World War II. Student teaching also moved from practice to public 
schools during the same time (Mooney, et al., 1939, p. 9). The 
major cause for the shift was the rising number of student teachers 
after World War II. Before this time, many colleges and universi¬ 
ties were located in relatively small communities. The rising num¬ 
ber of the student populationforced these institutions to move their 
operations outside the local commuting areas. This movement gave 
birth to different laboratory schools, which were routinely available 
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m normal schools, teacher's colleges, and later in many schools of 
education within universities. 
Some of the laboratory schools included: 
1) Campus laboratory schools 
2) Off-campus laboratory schools 
3) Off-campus public schools in the local areas 
4) Off-campus public schools at some distance 
5) Off-campus centers, usually at some distance 
6) Some combination of two or more of the above schools 
These ar angements arose because many of the larger colleges 
and universities use schools 100 to 200 miles away. Some students, 
even from the eastern states, had to travel from 300 to 400 miles. 
Those from the mountain states travelled as far as 700 miles from 
their campus (Andrews, 1964, p. 39). 
The teaching personnell of the campus schools were often refer¬ 
red to as demonstration teachers. They not only taught children and 
supervised student teachers, but they also taught some of the univer¬ 
sity professional classes as well. The result was that there existed 
close links between what the student teachers were taught in their 
method classes and what they practiced in public school classrooms. 
By being responsible for the teaching of the method courses, demon¬ 
stration teachers in campus schools were prepared to cite and explain 
the theory and research evidence supporting the practices they used 
and also taught to their student teachers. Normal schools and teach¬ 
ers' colleges will always be remembered for providing us with more 
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suitable procedures for preparing teachers than present-day arrange¬ 
ments (Gore, 1981; Smith, 1980). 
Types of traditional supervision of student teachers. 
There were three types of traditional supervision of student 
teachers: 
1) The laboratory school type 
2) The college-controlled public school type 
3) The dual responsibility or professional type 
The laboratory school type. The first traditional method of 
supervising student teachers was through the laboratory-school system. 
Under the laboratroy-school system of supervising student teachers, the 
Director of the program was usually in charge of both the administra¬ 
tive and supervisory duties. His main responsibilities included: 
placements, recordskeeping, occasional observation of student teachers, 
helping problem cases, and transmission of grades to the registrar. 
In a normal load of about 100 or more student teachers, the director 
used to perform only about 10 per cent of the supervisory responsi¬ 
bilities . 
The day-to-day supervision of the students was completely left 
in the hands of the laboratory school teacher. He carried about 90 
per cent of the supervison work. Laboratory-school teachers were care¬ 
fully selected to perform their job. At times, they were specifically 
prepared for their job. Therefore, the success of the laboratory- 
school type was completely dependent upon the competence of the labor 
atory-school teacher (Andrews, 1964, pp. 53-54). 
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The College-Controlled public school type. The college-con- 
trolled-public-school type was a sharp contrast to the laboratory- 
school type. The university supervisor's responsibilities were to: 
1) make an official request to the public school principal 
for placements; 
2) conduct campus seminar for the intending student teacher; 
3) weekly observation of student teachers followed by per¬ 
sonal conferences; 
4) check general and specific lesson plans; 
5) give final grades. 
The duty of the public school teachers was only to give the 
student teacher a place to teach. He/she was not required to help 
with supervision. What he usually did was "just take his leave." He 
was not required to carry more than 10 per cent of the supervisory 
load. His only responsibility was to protect the rights of his pu¬ 
pils. He did not receive more than one student teacher. Unlike the 
laboratory-school type, the key success of the system rested heavily 
upon the competence of the university supervisor (Andrews, et al., 
p. 54 ) . 
Dual responsibility or professional type. This type of super¬ 
vision laid between the two types already discussed in this study. 
Under this type, the university supervisor was to work through the 
classroom teacher. His work included: observing the student teacher 
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a few times, holding follow-up conferences, running the campus seminar, 
and deciding on the final grade. He was also expected to carry from 
20 to 40 per cent responsibility, and a reasonable load of about 20 to 
35 student teachers depending on the geographical distribution and the 
experience and competence of cooperating teachers. 
For the 'dual responsibility' to be effective and successful, 
the cooperating teacher was to be a superior classroom teacher, speci¬ 
fically prepared and demonstrably capable of guiding a student teacher 
but not more than two in a year. He would carry on all of the daily 
planning, evaluating and most of the individual conferences. Such a 
teacher could carry 60 to 80 per cent of the supervisory responsi¬ 
bility, and would seldom have more than one student teacher at a time 
(Andres, et al., p. 55). 
For variety of reasons, especially the opening and growth of 
more colleges and universities, and the availability of resources in 
the post-war years, normal schools, teachers' colleges, and campus 
schools were discontinued with the exception of a very few. Besides, 
the early teacher-preparation schools were accused of werving only to 
perpetuate their poor teaching preparation and practice. They were 
seen to have made little efforts and provisions for activities of 
research and evaluation (Bush, 1973; Goldhammer, 1977). 
Later concern about student-teacher supervision. 
About three decades ago, a new concept was being advocated from 
several quarters. Some critics started to suggest that all super¬ 
vision of student teachers and interns should be turned over to the 
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public schools. The advocates went on to propagate that universities 
and colleges should return to their prime responsibilities of teaching 
content in general education, subject areas and every limited area of 
professional courses (Andrews, et al., p. 56). Woodring (1957), sen¬ 
sing what would happen economically to the supervision of student 
teachers in the near future stated: 
It seems probable that responsibility for supervision 
the intern will gradually pass from the college 
to the public schools. This change will occur for 
two reasons, a) supervision of the teaching of public 
school children by the college staff leads to a 
division of responsibility and to confusion on part 
of the intern as to where his primary responsibility 
lies; b) supervisors from college must spend too much 
of their time in travel and often are not available 
when most needed (p. 77). 
On the other hand, Lieberman (1956) analyzed the problem on 
theoretical grounds, reasoning from an analysis of how other pro¬ 
fessions prepare their experts. He stated: 
The growing trend in the professions generally to com¬ 
bine theoretical and practical training appears to have 
two major implications for education. First, there 
appears to be solid professional justification for the 
requirement of practice teaching. The second major 
implication of our discussion is that an exceedingly 
large number of practice teaching programs now in 
existence do not conform to well established principles 
of professional training. If practice teaching is to 
be a genuine professional internship, it should be 
taken under the supervision of those who give the 
theoretical training (p. 208). 
It is noteworthy that Lieberman is one of the critics of the 
way student teaching is currently being conducted. His comments above 
seem to suggest that the profession of teaching has to do some 
thinking in order to develop a sound approach to the supervision of 
student teachers (Andrews, 1974, pp. 56-57). 
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The ma-)or approaches to educational supervision 
Before the agreement which allowed student teachers to practice 
teaching in cooperative public schools was reached, classroom super¬ 
vision in public schools was in a confused state (Bellon, Eaker and 
Jones, 1976, pp. 1-3). The confusion gave rise to different approaches 
in attempts to find better methods to help the classroom teacher im¬ 
prove his classroom performances. According to Knezevick (1975), the 
development of the major approaches to supervision started in the 
1930s (pp. 369-374). Andrews (1964) stated that the decade of the 
Great Depression," in the 1930s, provided the social and educational 
climate for the development of many new concepts and practices in 
teacher education (p. 16). The approaches to be discussed hare are 
the scientific democratic, and clinical approaches. 
The scientific approach. 
During the early part of the 20th century when the "world of 
material production" was feeling the need for a technique to improve 
production, Frederick W. Taylor, commonly known as "The Father of 
Scientific Management," developed the scientific management system 
as a means to meet that need (Buchele, 1979, p. 5). According to him, 
scientific management was a philosophy which enables management to 
recognize that its job is to search scientifically for the best meth¬ 
ods for planning, organizing, and the training of workers to use those 
new methods to improve production (Ibid., p. 6). 
Later in the century, school leaders influenced by Taylor's 
philosophy proposed the application of scientific management to edu- 
34 
ucational supervision. Lucio and McNeil (1960) describe the task of 
the scientific supervisor this way: 
...the task of the scientific supervisor was to 
discover education "laws" and apply them through 
the labors of teachers. The teachers would be 
expected to find the controlling law through 
cooperation with the supervisor. Neither was 
to be personally over the other, for both were 
under the law of science...it was the super¬ 
visory staff which was to have the largest 
share in the work of determining proper methods 
was too great and too complex to be laid on 
the shoulders of teachers. The teacher was 
expected to be a specialist in the practice 
that would produce the 'product'; the super¬ 
visor was to specialize in the science re¬ 
lating to the process. Supervisors were to 
1) discover the best procedures in the perfor¬ 
mance of particular tasks; and 2) give these 
best methods to the teachers of their guidance 
(p. 8) . 
By a way of analogy, (Alfonso, Firth and Neville, 1981) state 
that under scientific supervision, the school was comparable to a fac¬ 
tory and the scientific supervisor to a factory foreman. The students 
were regarded to be raw materials which were being processed by teach¬ 
ers who were treated as the factory workers (p. 19). In other words, 
the major work of the scientific supervisor was to supply teachers 
with detailed instructional materials and applications they used in 
performance of their classroom responsibilities (Lucio and McNeil, 
1979, p. 8). 
The merits of scientific supervision. One of the outstanding merits 
of scientific supervision was its development when there was a great 
need in the field of educational supervision. For instance, Alfonso, 
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Firth and Neville (1981), state that the emphasis on scientific manage¬ 
ment with stress on empirical research prompted supervisors to aspire 
to the science of teaching in an attempt to control teacher behavior 
in order to effect changes on student performance (pp. 29-30). 
Another legacy from scientific supervision to our present edu¬ 
cational system is the idea of depending heavily on research for the 
improvement of instruction. McKean and Mills (1964), making this ob¬ 
servation , state that the research and experimentation methods which 
were used by the scientific movement gave supervision a more objective 
flavor. Besides, judgement regarding the improvement of teaching and 
learning no longer depended upon people's opinion, but relevant data 
which could be secured (p. 5). 
Another positive aspect concerning the scientific movement in 
edcation was the proposition that the teacher has to cooperate with 
the supervisorin order to get his work done. Commenting about this, 
McKean and Hills (1964) also state: 
...teacher cooperation and participation were 
sought in determining, exploring and solving 
problems. This movement brought increased 
respect for the teacher as an individual and 
emphasized teacher perception and involve¬ 
ment as essential factors in the work of 
supervision (p. 5). 
The scientific approach to supervision also tried to improve 
instruciton through the application of behavioral theories. Behavioral 
scientists thought that the problem of effective instruction could 
best be met through the application of psychological theories of 
learning. Psychologists such as Lumsdaine and Gagne tried to develop 
an instrucitonal technology through which teachers could be helped 
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to be more effective in their classroom performances (Sergiovanni, 
1982, p. 24-25). 
Process-product research is another product of the scientific 
model. It was good for the staff development program aimed at helping 
teachers to apply the "direct instruction" method in their teaching. 
Through 'direct instruction': 
...teachers are expected to make goals and objectives 
clear enough to students, in order to allocate time 
for instruction in sufficient and continuing amounts, 
to match the content presented to that which will be 
measured on tests of achievement, to monitor the 
performance of pupils, and to keep questions as a low 
level so that pupils have a high success rate while 
learning, and to give immediate feedback to the stu¬ 
dent (Sergiovanni, 1980, p. 27). 
The scientific model also played a major role toward the im¬ 
provement of instruction through the studies of mastery learning. 
Bloom (1980), a specialist in this field, recommends that supervisors 
should endeavor to help teachers secure an accurate picture of their 
interaction with students to enable them to understand what they are 
taught, and the part they are to play. This is because he (Bloom) 
understands, and is concerned, that teachers are frequently unaware 
of the fact that they do not provide equal opportunity for learning 
to all students. He therefore suggests that teachers should iden¬ 
tify specific knowledge, abilities or skills that are essential 
prerequisites for the learning of a particular task and to teach 
those prerequisites first (Phi Delta Kappan, Feb., pp. 208-305). 
Perhaps the most well known of the scientific approach is 
Madelaine Hunter (Glatthorn, 1984, p. 9). After reviewing the re- 
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search on teaching and learning, she prescribes a model of teaching 
with nine steps to teachers during her workshop for supervisors. 
Her prescriptions to teachers are as follows: 
1. Diagnosis. Develop a general objective and determine the students' 
reaction to it. 
2. Specific Objectives. From the general objective work specific 
objectives on a daily basis. 
3. Anticipatory Set. Remember the principle: "From the known to the 
unknown. In other words, review previous lessons or knowledge 
as a means of getting students ready for the instruction to fol¬ 
low. 
4. Perceived Purpose. Present the objective to the students, ex¬ 
plaining its importance and how it relates to their previous 
knowledge. 
5. Learning Opportunities. Choose learning opportunities that will 
help learnes achieve the specific objectives. 
6. Modeling. To provide both a verbal and a visual example of what 
is to be learned. 
7. Check for understanding. Assess the extent to which students are 
achieving their objectives. 
8. Guided Practice. To guide the children during the course of 
learning, checking to see that they can perform successfully. 
9. Independent Practice. Give the pupils opportunity to practice 
the new skill on their own. (Russell and Hunter, 1980). 
Hunter's model as well as others similar to it seem to be gain- 
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ing wide recognition within the teaching profession. The most likely 
reasons why they are gaining acceptance are because they are teacher- 
centered, research-based, and have basic simplicity. While they vary 
intheir particulars, in essence they all seem to be similar versions 
of direct instruction: a set of teacher centered methodology that have 
generally appealed to most teachers. The advocates fo the scientific 
model claim that in general, pupil achievement (as measured by standar¬ 
dized achievement tests) improves when teachers use the methods es¬ 
poused (Glatthorn, 1984, p. 10). 
'^e—weaknesses of scientific supervision. The scientific approach 
as well as other approaches are not without their critics. One of 
the criticisms is that the proponents of the scientfic model started 
with an unrealistic agenda. Gwynn (1961) states that in the early 
stages of the program, the advocates of the scientific model were 
concerned with issues such as: teacher rating, the use of standardized 
tests and objective measurements in teaching; scientific methods of 
teaching; examination and rating of courses; professional tests for 
teachers and attempts to measure teacher aptitude; scientfic organi¬ 
zation and administration of supervision; the grouping, grading and 
marking of pupils; rating of textbooks; and curriculum experimentation 
and research (p.12). 
Fenstermacher (1978) observes that the direct instruction re¬ 
search supporting the scientific approach to supervision does not 
give sufficient attention to the intentions of the teacher. Peterson 
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(1979) notes that the research supporting direct instruction is not 
persuasive. Her review of all the studies supposedly favoring di¬ 
rect instruction points out that only small effects are attributeable 
to direct instruction. she further points out that the research tends 
to show that "open classroom" techniques, when compared with direct 
instruction methods, lead to greater creativity and more positve at¬ 
titudes toward learning (pp. 57-69). 
Calfee, (1981) being even more critical of the narrowness of 
the scientific approach, states: 
The investigations (from which the direct instruction 
model derives) have tended to be empirical, behavioral, 
correlational, and prescriptive: the typical study 
lacks theoretical foundation, focuses on action more than 
thought, entails interventions that are poorly controlled, 
yet eventuates in advice to the teacher on how to conduct 
classroom instruction....(p. 53). 
Gwynn (1969) also states that two major factors caused the con¬ 
troversy that led to the failure of the scientific model. The first 
reason was that most of the teachers and supervisors were not trained 
to use the methods they were expected to use; secondly, the human fac¬ 
tors that in teaching cannot be measured scientifically (p. 14). 
Lindbloom and Cohen (1979) perceive that future scientific re¬ 
search into supervision will probably follow the direction fo social 
research in general. In other words, according to Sergiovanni (1982), 
scientific supervision will be seen as only one among several ana¬ 
lytical methods for the improvement of instruction. This idea sup¬ 
ports Joyce and Weil (1980), who see teaching as diverse and various 
as up to twenty-three models rather than one model, which Hunter s 
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scientific model seems to suggest to the academic community. 
Finally, one of the weaknesses with the Hunter's model 
(mentioned earlier in this chapter) is her using research to establish 
the acceptance of the model. Sergiovanni (1982) uses a number of 
reasons to nullify that impression stating that research has been 
l^n'i-ted in its contribution to teaching practice. 
1. The number of propositions produced by a scientific apporach is 
tiny compared to the judgements and guidelines employed in teach¬ 
ing. 
2. Researchers of teaching refine ordinary knowledge more than they 
create new knowledge. The researchers newly found alterable 
variations of time-on-task, prerequisites to learning, pupil 
opportunity to participate, home environment, teachers' attitudes 
toward children, feedback and corrective procedures have circu¬ 
lated as part of teachers' and supervisors' ordinary knowledge 
for generations. 
3. Researchers refine knowledge in a highly selective fashion. Only 
a few of the propositions from ordinary knowledge are tested by 
researchers, and of these only a few are given a high degree of 
verification. 
4. There is little hope that research will bring authoritativeness 
to supervision. Research does not cover the whole terrain of 
classroom problems. Also, many of the scientific findings will 
rejected on political, economic, and other grounds. Further, 
teachers and supervisors wil disagree that any discovery is not 
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sufficiently established to serve as the final word of authority. 
5. Many scientific discoveries with regard to teaching effectiveness 
are divergent, such as teacher praise and criticism, class size, 
open structure, value fo drill, pupil choice, and concurrent versus 
transferent methods in bilingual education. when they are diver¬ 
gent like these, then supervisors and teachers take only the view 
that is consistent with ordinary knowledge as authoritative and 
act on it. The other view is dismissed as being incorrectly 
defined or the research design and sample are said to be faulty 
(Sergiovanni, et al., 1982, pp. 32-33) 
Democratic approach. 
As the name of this approach indicates, democratic supervision 
called for more democratic freedom in the teachin process. George 
Kyte (1930) defined democratic supervision as, "the maximum develop¬ 
ment of the teacher into the most profesionally efficient person he/ 
she is capable of becoming." Unruh and Turner (1970) state that the 
democratic approach to supervision was based upon group work, group 
responsibility, individual leadership and shared authority (p. 71). 
According to McKean and Mills (1964), the democratic approach 
to supervision seeks the cooperative participation of all who are 
engaged inthe educational process (p.ll). Neagley and Evans (1970) 
more specifically define democratic supervision as: 
...democracy in supervision means active, cooperative 
involvement of all staff members in aspects of the in¬ 
structional program which concern them under the leader¬ 
ship of a well-informed, capable and discerning admini¬ 
strator or supervisor who believes in the primacy of 
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positive human relationships (p. 6). 
When the founders of democratic supervision realized that 
neither the old authoritarian inspectional type nor the scientific 
approach could help to improve instruction in schools, they began to 
search for an alternative approach. Gwynn (1969), realizing the cir¬ 
cumstances that gave birth to the democratic approach, confirms that 
it was developed out of necessity (p. 14). 
Being one of the effects of the great depression and world 
war, Lucio and McNeil (1979) described the growth of the democratic 
approach during this period this way: 
...relating to the economic and social transformations 
of the Depression and war years were spirited pleas 
for a kind of supervision which would embrace the 
ideals of ademocratic order. Instead of emphasis on 
tradition by the leader and the led, supervision became 
associated with precepts respecting human personality 
encouraging wide participation in the formulation of 
policy (p. 10). 
Mosher and Purpel (1972 having the same impression state that 
democratic supervision originated as a reaction to the previous pre¬ 
dominance of the inspection and evaluation function in administration 
and supervision (p. 16). McKean and Mills (1964) in their own asses- 
ment state that democratic supervision developed during the 1930s as 
a reaction against the severely autocratic nature of the traditional 
and inspectional aspects of supervision, (p. 5). 
The strengths of democratic supervision. Unlike the tradi¬ 
tional approach which was inspectional and autocratic, the scientific 
approach which laid much emphasis on careful empirical research and 
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and administrative efficiency, the democratic approach to supervision 
stresses teachers' development, autonomy and talent. McKean and 
Mills (1964) state this important aspect of the democratic approach 
this way: 
Teacher cooperation and participation were sought 
in determining, exploring and solving problems. 
This movement brought increased repect for the 
teacher as an individual and emphasixed teacher 
perception and involvement as essential factors 
in the work of supervision (p. 5). 
According to Mosher and Purpel (1972), democratic supervision 
operated with three valueable principles: 
1. The integrity of the individual teacher must be protected and 
upheld at all times. 
2. Supervision should be primarily concerned with releasing and sus¬ 
taining the talent of the individual teacher. 
3. Supervision technique should stress warmth, friendliness, and 
leadership as a shared responsibility; full staff involvement in 
educational planning and teacher solidarity; they shoudl strenu¬ 
ously avoid threat, insecurity and didacticism (p. 17). 
Democratic supervision, as with other democratic leadership, 
encouraged the participation of the staff, the student, and the com¬ 
munity groups in the formulation of policies (Brown, 1958, p. 304). 
Studies have shown that teachers who have an opportunity to partici¬ 
pate in making policies are more interested in their job than those 
who have less or no opportunity to take part (Knezevich, 1975, p. 90). 
The democratic approach to instructional supervision was also 
known for its human relations principles. Swearingen (1962) suggests 
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five principles of supervisory leadership under the democratic approach. 
These include: 1) existing initiative; 2) aiding in goal setting; 3) 
stimulating and releasing talents; 4) supporting teachers while change 
is underway; and 5) working through small commitments (p. 54). The 
above principles could work out only where there are healthy human 
relationships. Wiles (1960) confirms this when he states, "A group's 
productiveness is affected by the quality of its human relations, and 
the supervisor must work constantly for the improvement of the group's 
cohesiveness" (p. 443). 
Furthermore, a cooperating and creative approach to topics of 
common interest was one of the basics of democratic supervision. 
Commenting on this, Benne (1961) states that any democratic leader¬ 
ship promotes greater group productivity, forestalls crises in group 
life and shapes personalities which are not more mature, more capable 
of objectivity and less agressiveness (p. 19). 
Finally, one of the purposes of democratic supervision is to 
help the teacher develop himself/herself as a person as well as a pro¬ 
fessional teacher. In order to fulfill the above mentioned purpose, 
democratic supervisors operated from three basic guidelines: 
1. That the individual teacher is the key agent of education. 
2. That if given proper support and strength, the teacher's talents 
can achieve full expression. 
3. That the teacher's talent is sufficient to warrant extensive 
efforts to provide the resources of supervisory assistance. 
(Mosher and Purpel, 1972, pp. 19-20). 
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The weaknesses of the democratic approach. One of the outstand¬ 
ing weaknesses of the democratic approach was the employment of super¬ 
visors who were more accustomed to the autocratic style of supervision 
than the new democratic approach. with their inspectional and author¬ 
itarian background, they were to delegate authority to subordinates to 
participate in policy matters. Some of them found it most uncom¬ 
fortable to modify their value patterns and follow the democratic 
principles (Knezivich, 1975, p 91). 
Secondly, democratic supervision rested on the belief that 
teachers are individuals who are educated enough to operate by them¬ 
selves i their desire to build better schools through the improvement 
of instruction. However, many supervisors who were supposed to encour¬ 
age and support the advocates the democratic approach, "...had a low 
opinion of professional competence..." Some of them went to the extent 
of questioning the personal sincerity of teachers (Knezevich, 1975, 
p. 91). This type of attitude made it extremely difficult for super¬ 
visors to adopt the democratic supervisory techniques. 
Knezevich, et al., (1975) also states that teachers who were 
used to autocratic and manipulative methods of supervision found it 
difficult to accept the democratic approach. It took them a lot of 
time to develop maturity and skills they needed in order to partici¬ 
pate actively and effectively in group activities. The individual 
teachers, who had limited or no experience in group dynamics found 
such participation a waste of time. 
He goes on to suggest that, relatively inexperienced education 
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committee members, who were responsible for policy formulation tend to 
legislate rather than deliberate educational policies, often de¬ 
cisions reached in this way were questionable in the sense that they 
were reached without adequate understanding of the problems and the 
consequences involved; even if they were reached by an uniformed 
group or delivered by an uninformed individual in a leadership 
position. 
Finally, the democratic supervision weakness arose when it was 
discovered that the proponents failed to differentiate between policy 
formulation and policy execution. it is interesting to know that 
the democratic leadership propagated the idea that democratic group 
members, or their representatives, should always be involved in the 
formulation of the policies. Since it was not spelled out like that 
in the execution of formulated policies, the combination of responsi¬ 
bilities without proper definition of terms was confusing (pp. 91-92). 
The clinical approach to supervision. 
Goldhammer (1980) defines supervision as a face-to-face rela¬ 
tionship between a supervisor and a teacher which is built on mutual 
trust, thorugh the setting of mutual goals and objectives; through 
professionalism, harmonious interaction, and through a certain human 
autonomy which enhances freedom for both the teacher and the super¬ 
visor to express ideas and opinions about how the method of super¬ 
vision should be implemented in order to improve teaching (p. 4). 
Clinical supervision is "observational," meaning that the 
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supervisor actually observes the teacher's classroom behavior and then 
discusses the behavior afterwards with the teacher in a counsel- 
guiding setting. The whole goal of clinical supervision is to help 
teachers perform a better job according to their capabilities, so that 
they can continually improve and become more efficient in communi¬ 
cating with students and thereby giving them the proper motivation 
for wanting to learn (Anderson, 1980, p. 4). 
Cogan defines clinical supervision as: 
the rationale and praoctice designed to improve the 
teacher's classroom performance. It takes its 
principal data from the events of the classroom. 
The analysis of these data and the relationship 
between teacher and supervisor form the basis 
of the program, procedures, and strategies de¬ 
signed to improve the students' learning by im¬ 
proving the teacher's classroom behavior. 
(Cogan, 1973, p. 9) 
In a more simplified form. 
Clinical supervision is an intensive process designed 
to improve instruction by conferring with the teacher 
on lesson planning, observing the lesson, analyzing 
the observational data, and giving the teacher feed¬ 
back about the observation (Glatthorn, 1984, p. 4). 
Origin of the clinical approach. Clinical supervision was 
originally developed in the middle 1950s when Morris Cogan and his 
colleagues, supervising student teachers in Harvard's Master of Arts 
in Teaching (MAT) Program, felt what they were doing was not working 
(Cogan, 1973, p. ix) . According to Fred Wilhelms, the supervision 
given to interns who attended the Newton Summer Program was fairly 
standard, yet Cogan and his associates decided that the students' 
supervisor practices of observing a lesson and then conferring with 
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the teacher were inadequate (Cogan, 1973, pp. ix-x). 
That long, groping effort to devise something better led them 
to develop a model which later became 'clinical supervision'. ini¬ 
tially clinical supervision was used in the Harvard pre-service 
training for the improvement of classroom instruction. Later, it was 
by no means limited to inexperienced teachers. It was also being used 
with experienced teachers in the Harvard-Lexington and Harvard-Boston 
programs as well (Mosher and Purple, 1972, pp. 77-78). 
The nature of clinical supervision. According to Glatthorn 
(1984) clinical supervision involves eight phases: 
1. Establishing the supervisory relationship: The supervisor builds 
a relationship of trust and support; and to induct the teacher 
into the role of co-supervisor. 
2. Planning lessons and units with the teacher: The teacher and super¬ 
visor together determined objectives, concepts, teaching-learning 
techniques, materials and assessment methods. 
3. Planning the observation strategy: Teacher and supervisor discuss 
the data to be gathered and the methods for gathering the data. 
4. Observing in-class instruction. 
5. Analyzing the observational data to determine patterns of behavior 
and critical incidents of teaching and learning. 
6. Planning the conference strategy: To set tentative conference ob¬ 
jectives and processes. 
7. The conference: Conferring to analyze data. Participants are 
generally the supervisor and teacher. As the needs arise (like 
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the team supervision of student teacher), other participants have 
to join them. 
8. Resuming the planning: Complete cycle of determining future direc¬ 
tions for growth and planning the next unit or lesson (pp. 8-9). 
Other researchers have either developed their own versions of 
the supervisory cycle in a clinical relationship or reduced the number 
of phases and renamed them. Acheson and Gall (1980) reduced the 
clinical cycle to three phases of the planning conference, classroom 
observation, and the feedback conference (p. 10). Squires, Huitt, and 
Segars (1983-84) change the clinical supervisory model to a format for 
four steps: 1) a preconference, 2) an observation, 3) analysis and 
reflections, and 4) post conference (p. 28). Thomas McGreal (1983) 
states a general agreement of five stages: 1) pre-observation confer¬ 
ence, 2) observation of teaching, 3) analysis and strategy, 4) post - 
observation conference, 5) post-conference analysis (p. 27). Gener¬ 
ally, most agree that the phases have to include: planning, observing, 
analyzing and feedback conferences (Glatthorn, 1984, p. 8). 
Strengths of clinical supervision. The values and propositions 
upon which clinical supervision is based resonate well with democratic 
ideals. The notion of participation by both the supervisor and the 
teacher, and the idea of mutuality in the colleague relationship fit 
comfortably with democratic leadership principles. Both also display 
a type of integrity and respect which contradicts favorably with Com- 
mager's assessment that "...much of public education today is a mas¬ 
sive demonstration in hypocrisy." (Commager, 1975, p. ID- 
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Further, the intents and purposes of clinical supervision 
appear to respond to some expressed supervisory needs. Blumberg 
(1974) specifies that in order to turn the supervision process into 
a productive venture, three conditions are requisite: 
1. The teacher must desire aid. 
2. The supervisor must have, or be able to locate, resources re¬ 
quired. 
3. The interpersonal relationships must enable the teacher and the 
supervisor "to give and receive in a mutually satisfactory way." 
(p. 10). 
Sullivan (1980) states that by design, clinical supervision 
deals with two of three conditions. It focuses on those problems 
with which teachers want help and includes a teacher-supervisor re- 
tionship which is collegial (p. 25). 
At a glance, the initiation of the model is clear and the cycle 
is specific. Its phases are so sequential that they provide for 
interaction between the teacher and the supervisor. Blumberg (1974) 
reports that both teacher and the supervisors find their interpersonal 
transaction with each other to be a cause of most problems in super 
vision. Certainly, the phases of the cycle deal overtly with these 
transactions and provide a structure for specifying the accomplishing 
tasks. 
The collegial relationship provides a new role for teachers, 
in addition to allowing them to be participatory and making vulner¬ 
ability shareable, it requires them to make professional judgements. 
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allows them the academic freedom to make decisions regarding their 
classroom instruction and thereby eliminates an area of potential 
conflict between teacher and supervisor (Munnelly, 1970, pp. 673-77). 
Clinical supervision has the potential for positive impact for 
tenured, experienced teachers more than any other approach. For in¬ 
stance, traditional, supervisory programs are often inappropriate 
for experienced teachers who need "something more imaginative, more 
forceful, more reciprocal and involving, perhaps a little less em- 
barassing and humiliating." (Goldstein, 1972, p. 393). The clinical 
approach is goal-oriented in that teacher and supervisor specify tar¬ 
gets and purposes which guide the observation and analysis during the 
cycle. It is involving and avoids emabarassment and humiliation. 
That the approach can be adapted for experienced teachers is demon¬ 
strated in a presentation of clinical supervision for inservice 
teachers (Cogan, 1976, pp. 3-19). 
Formative evaluation, which emphasizes "ongoing growth and 
development" on the part of the teacher is characteristic of clinical 
supervision. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979) indicate that teachers 
are held accountable in a professional sense by formative evalu¬ 
ations. This is because professional accountability is growth 
oriented and implies a committment to consistent improvement (pp. 286- 
87) . 
Certain characteristics of the clinical supervision design are 
in keeping with widespread interest in change. By change I mean, 
"...the relearning on the part of an individual or group (1) in re- 
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sponse to newly perceived requirements of a given situation requiring 
aciotn, and (2) which results in a change in the structure and/or 
functioning of social systems" (Zaltman and Duncan, 1977, p. 10). In 
planned change, the change agent,...assists a system to become more 
effectivve in problem solving, decision making, and decision imple¬ 
mentation in such a way that the system can continue to be increas- 
ingly effective in these activities and have a decreasing need for 
the inventor." (Argyris, 1970, p. 16). 
According to the above definitions, clinical supervision deals 
with chage, especially planned change, and the clinical supervisor 
serves as an interventionist (Sullivan, 1980, p. 36). Stressing the 
mutuality of the relationship needed for change, Unruh and Turner 
(1970) state: "To produce realistic and lasting change, supervisors 
and teachers must accept each other's strengths and contributions to 
the instructional program." (p. 281). Clinical supervision and its 
model, which stresses colleagueship, move toward the kind of mutuality 
associated with change. 
Another way clinical supervisionm promotes change is visible in 
the way the model got started (Sullivan, 1980, p. 5) . Frymier (1976) 
states that from his perspective, the greatest incentive for change in 
today's public schools is the "promise for an increase in personal 
satisfaction" (p. 45). For the fact that the cycle of clinical super¬ 
vision starts with the teacher specifying areas of concern and need, 
there is no need doubt that the process deals with areas that can 
produce personal satisfaction to the teacher. 
Also within the model itself, there is the potential for the 
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clinical supervisor to get involved in specific change agent functions 
relating to the "productive management of instructional innovations." 
Some of these functions include: 
!• Participating with teachers in the selection of intructional inno¬ 
vations which are useful and appropriate. 
2. Developing a strategy to provide a fair and thorough test of inno¬ 
vations . 
3. Developing among the faculty a commitment to testing and experi¬ 
mentation . 
4. Helping to remedy and reserve failure often associated with new 
patterns of instruction. 
5. Matching teachers to innovations by: 
a. helping to select teachers likely to fit demands of certain 
innovations. 
b. aiding them in considering new behavior. 
c. helping to counsel them out of positions when necessary (Cogan, 
1976, p. 12). 
Finally, there are other areas where clinical supervisory tech¬ 
niques can comfortably be applied. Richard (1976), suggests that the 
basic concepts of clinical supervision can be used to develop a model 
for training resident supervisors. The model could also be used for 
competence-based teacher certification programs (pp. 364-66). McGee 
and Eaker (1977) also state that clinical supervision encourages 
team planning, teaching observation and analysis in order to reduce 
observations (pp. 24-28). Burke (1977) 
anxiety during supervisory 
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also suggests that the concepts of management by objectives (MBO) 
could be applied to clinical supervision to improve classroom instruc¬ 
tion (pp. 29-32 ) . 
Weaknesses of clinical supervision. Clinical Supervision as it 
is conceptualized is restrictive and too demanding to be useful to 
supervising personnel in the present day public schools. It seems 
to force each teacher to rely heavily on the analysis of his her own 
behavior in order to evoke concepts of alternative patterns of be¬ 
havior. Still other alternative measures such as modeling, skill 
building and group experiences, which are required to facilitate 
changes in teaching techniques seem to be excluded in clinical situ¬ 
ations (Harris, 1976, pp. 185-92). 
Secondly, clinical supervision deals only with an aspect of 
supervision, which is the supervision of the teacher's classroom per¬ 
formance. Krey, Netzer and Eye (1977) indicate that the clinical 
approach is only one technique within the total scope of supervision 
rather than a complete package to the supervisory function in public 
schools (p. 16). Cogan (1973) also agrees to the fact that clinical 
supervision deals only with in-class supervision (p. 4). 
The exclusion of principals from being clinical supervisors 
creates a lot of criticism. According to Cogan (1974) principals 
are directly involved in the rating of teachers. Therefore, they can 
support, show enthusiasm, interpret, schedule and coordinate the super 
visory program; but they are not to engage in supervision (pp. 20-24). 
to observe that in a survey in western New It is also interesting 
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York State, 56 per cent of a sample of teachers felt that a building 
principla should spend 35 per cent of the time in supervision (Heich- 
berger and Young, 1975, p. 210). 
Another problem facing the propagation of the clinical super¬ 
visory approach is the refusal of many school districts to practice 
it because of its high cost of time, finance, and personnel. Ryan 
(1971) argues that if the existing administrators are allowed to func¬ 
tion as supervisors instead of training new people to become clinical 
supervisors, the costs to be associated with supervision would be 
greatly reduced. On the other hand, he continues to point out that 
if supervisors with clinical knowledge are to be hired to serve in 
schools, most school districts would be forced to continue with the 
traditional methods because of their financial incapabilities (pp. 
55-58) . 
The collegial relationship between the clinical supervisor and 
the teacher has been a subject of attack by critics. Some people see 
it as one of the weaknesses of the clinical approach. Osborne and 
Hurlburt (1971) assert that "...despite the efforts of authors to re¬ 
view the relationship as one fo equals, a status differential still 
exists," (pp. 415-17). McGee and Eaker (1977) also state that des¬ 
pite all that have been cited as factors contributing to the col¬ 
legial relationship, it is still uncertain to them whether it really 
does exist (pp. 415-17). 
Some of the expected roles of a university supervisor. 
There has been little written about the function of the uni- 
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versity supervisor of student teachers when compared with the exten¬ 
sive literature about the cooperating teacher. According to Andrews 
(1964), "teaching experience gives no assurance that a person is well 
qualified as a college supervisor, but training programs for this 
special function are very rare" (p. 63). 
Wiggins (1957) suggested that the university supervisor has 
three important repsonsibilities during the student teaching. First, 
he has to determine the teaching assignment of each student teacher. 
Second, he also has to help the student teacher throughout the pro¬ 
gram. He can accomplish this particular responsibility through con¬ 
ference and group seminars with the student teachers. Third, it is 
his job to evaluate the student teacher's work and assign him with 
an official grade at the end of the student teaching. However, the 
success of the program depends heavily upon the time at the disposal 
of the supervisor, the students' need for assistance and the students' 
ability to use his suggestions constructively (p. 29). 
Andrews (1964) subdivided the role of the university super¬ 
visor into seven segments. The subdivisions include: 
1. Liaison agent between university and public schools. 
2. Placement and planning. 
3. Relations with cooperating. 
4. Supervision of student teachers. 
5. Evaluation of student teachers. 
6. Service to school. 
7. Service at the university (pp. 64-67). 
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Since the role of the university supervisor of student teachers 
varies tremendously from institution to institution. Lamb (1965) sug¬ 
gested that the university supervisor would probably proceed through 
the following steps for effective and productive student teaching ex¬ 
perience: 
1. He should demand the student teachers' personnel folders. From 
the folders, he will gather complete information about each 
student teacher assigned to him, such as: a copy of the applica¬ 
tion form, the autobiography, each student's academic record, 
health record, and other useful data. 
2. He should visit the public schools where each student teacher is to 
be placed if the school is unfamiliar to him. The purpose of such 
a visit is to get acquainted with the principal, the staff and 
most important, the cooperating teacher. 
3. A meeting comprising all the student teachers assigned to him 
should be arranged. After the initial meeting, subsequent ones 
should be in smaller groups made up of students assigned to a par¬ 
ticular school. They should meet to discuss and share their con¬ 
cerns, hopes, and to make plans for the on coming student teaching. 
4. Individual conferences with each of the prospectives are desire- 
able at this stage. Each conference can help to establish 
friendly, honest and mutual relationships which even a frankly 
written autobiography cannot reveal. A conference such as being 
suggested here often minimizes the deception commonly presented 
to the university supervisor that things are better than they 
really are in the classroom. 
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5. The supervisor should begin thoughtful and careful planning after 
gaining the necessary background information about the student, 
the cooperating teacher and the student teaching situation (pp. 
41-44) . 
Questions like these will definitely arise in his mind: 
- How much time will I spend in travel? 
Will my schedule allow me to observe each student as often as 
I would like to? 
Will there be sufficient time to give each student the amount 
of help he needs? 
Will the student ahve been adequately prepared to assume the 
teaching responsibilities they will be given? 
Will I be abel to establish effective relationships with 
students and with cooperating teachers? 
What will the cooperating teachers expect of me? Will I be 
able to meet the expectations of each cooperating teacher? 
- If conflict develops between a cooperating teacher and a 
student teacher, will I be effective in helping them resolve 
the conflicts? 
Will I be able to schedule conferences without disrupting 
classroom programs? 
- If a cooperating teacher and I disagree in our evaluation of 
a student teacher, will we be able to communicate effectively 
enough to resolve the disagreement? 
- How will the principal and other school personnel respond to 
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me? 
Will I be able to fulfill my role and still maintain my 
professional contacts at the college? 
(Pfeiffer, 1964, 43rd Yearbook of the Association for Student 
Teaching.) 
Commenting on the supervision of student teachers, which he termed 
"observation and participation," Lamb (1965) said that he disagreed 
with supervisors who say, "I don't visit during the first week; let 
them get settled and adjusted first." According to him, the first few 
days of student teaching are as important as the whole period. There¬ 
fore, the university supervisor should not ignore them (p. 60). 
Andrews, et al., (1964) has suggested that supervisors of 
student teachers should: 
a. Assist cooperating teachers in planning and carrying 
through a program of evaluation of student teachers 
and how the student the teachers could practice self 
evaluation. 
b. Collect data for evaluation through several observa¬ 
tions of student teaching and in conferences with 
cooperating teacher, student teacher, and other 
members of the student teaching them. 
c. Evaluate the student teacher's reports and materials 
and those provided by the cooperating teacher. 
d. Make final evaluation, grade, and hold final con¬ 
ference with the student teacher; submit grade to the 
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to the proper official, and also write recommendations 
for the teacher placement office (pp. 66-67). 
He continued to suggest that at the university, the supervisor 
of student teachers should: 
a. Help the university faculty to understand and respect 
the public schools' professional integrity, needs, and 
role in teacher education programs. 
b. Assist the university in the development and modifi¬ 
cation of professional programs in response to pro¬ 
blems and changing conditions in the schools and com¬ 
munities . 
c. Assist in the continuous evaluation of the student 
teaching and experience program, and also to recommend 
changes. 
d. Work for cooperation between professional and academic 
departments by using content instructors and special¬ 
ists as consultants in the student teaching program. 
e. Teach method and supervisory courses on campus espe¬ 
cially prior to and after the supervisor's field work. 
(Andrews, 1964, p. 67). 
In their survey concerning the roles which the university super 
visor should play during student teaching, Zimpher, DeVoss and Nott 
(et al., 1980) of Ohio State University, summarized the report of 
their findings this way: 
First, at least four of the findings suggest that 
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if the university supervisor were not directly 
involved in the student teaching experience, 
there would have been no direction set for re¬ 
quirements evaluation, or assessment of the 
student teacher's experience in the school 
site. Second, informational communication 
among participants appeared to be enhanced 
because of the presence fo the university super¬ 
visor. Students and teachers (and principal 
appeared unable to deal with each other very 
directly and needed interlocutor's assistance) 
in this case the university supervisor. Third, 
even through the university in our study appeared 
to be frustrated by a lack of direct influence 
on the teaching style of the student teachers, 
the supervisor seemed to be the only one making 
any critical contributions to the student teachers' 
progress (p. 14). 
In their conclusion, Zimpher, De Voss and Nott (1980) stated 
that removing the university supervisor from the student teaching 
triad would mean that those functions reported by supervisor from 
the student teaching triad would mean that those functions reported 
by supervisors in their study either would not be done at all, or 
would be done by someone else, probably the cooperating teacher or 
principal. Yet, "Many of the functions noted require input from 
someone in a role outside the school setting" (p. 15). 
Some obstacles facing the university supervisor of student teachers.. 
There are several obstacles which hinder effective super 
vision of student teachers in public schools. Robert Emans (et al. 
1983) points out one of the obstacles when he reports: "...public 
school personnel could feel threatened by having university faculty 
members so intimately involved with their operations..." (p. 16). 
Lack of cooperation among institutions in order to develop 
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a common system of student-teacher supervision is an obstacle. Smith 
(1980b), observing this states that there are too many hurdles, too 
much disparity among institutions, too much institutional jealousy, 
too much division and lethargy among faculties, too much fear, and too 
much ineptness in the leadership of schools (pp. 87-89). 
The present university supervisor/student teacher/cooperating 
teacher triadic relationship creates another obstacle for the univer¬ 
sity supervisor. According to Emans (et al., 1983) when campus 
schools were used for teacher preparation programs, there were only 
two persons directly responsible for supervision. These were the 
student teacher and the demonstration (cooperation) teacher. The re¬ 
sponsibility of the demonstration teacher was to demonstrate as well 
as interpreting the theory and research findings related to teaching; 
but under the present system, three individuals are involved: the 
student teacher, the cooperating teacher, and the university super¬ 
visor (p. 15 ) . 
In group dynamics, groups consisting of three members are in¬ 
herently unstable (Yee, 1969, pp. 327-332). Lipton and Lesser (1978) 
go further to suggest, "With the addition of the supervisor, a tri¬ 
angle of adults was created unwittingly/ potentially weakening the 
very training program it had hoped to build (p. 57). 
In such a triangular relationship, there is always the ten¬ 
dency for two members to form a coalition in order to isolate the 
third person. 
in a situation like this, the university supervisor easily 
63 
becomes the victim of such isolation. As the work of the supervisor 
demands, he spends only a few hours with a student teacher per visit. 
The cooperating teacher spends a much longer time with the student 
teacher during which both become well-acquainted with each other. 
Such familiarity between the student teacher and 
the cooperating teacher, no doubt, stems from the 
daily interaction of the two. The university 
supervisor, who interacts less frequently, pro¬ 
bably will always be considered the outsider. 
(Zimpher, De Voss and Nott, 1980, p. 13). 
Another obstacle that hinders effective supervision of student 
teaching rests on the failure of some schools of education to give 
orientation courses to their student teachers prior to sending them 
out for field experiences. At least, the student teachers should be 
exposed through a programmed course of study to the basics of the 
teaching profession such as: a) lesson preparation, including the 
planning of courses, units of work, and lessons; b) school norms 
and professional responsibilities; and c) students' behavior during 
field experiences. 
Without some university-planned oreientation courses to 
stduent teachers, especially the pre-practicum students, before 
sending them out to public school classrooms, the university super¬ 
visor usually would have no established ground of direct influence 
on the teaching styles of the student teacher. Since his goal is to 
successfully complete the teacher certification requirements, the 
student teacher would resolve to replicating the cooperating 
teachers' methods of teaching and managing the classroom. By so doing, 
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it becomes a more difficult task for the university supervisor to en¬ 
courage the student teacher to teach creatively, which is usually the 
supervisor's ultimate goal. (Zimpher, deVoss, and Nott, et al., 1980, 
p. 14). 
Probably the greatest obstacle to effective supervision of 
student teaching lies on the inability of the supervisor to recognize 
the roles and the supervisory approach he could use to implement those 
expectations. At a similar instance, according to Zimpher, deVoss and 
Nott, it took the supervisor about eleven weeks to understand that the 
student teachers under him were not understanding his criticism. The 
result was that the students were not able to make any changes in their 
teaching methods (Zimpher, deVoss, and Nott, et al., 1980, p. 15). 
Some techniques and skills of classroom supervision. For any effec¬ 
tive classroom observation to take place, there are four conditions to 
be met. The supervisor should know those conditions so that he/she 
could provide student teachers with corrective modeling for their ob¬ 
servation and analysis. The first condition is to have definite plan 
of action. This means that the students should know exactly what to 
observe, plan the length of each exercise, survey the classroom, and 
select the best location for seeing and hearing every aspect of any 
event. The second condition is being able to record data accurately 
in a variety of ways. Third, recording materials such as sheets of 
paper, pencils, and any special recording instruments. The fourth 
condition is the ability to describe observed events precisely. It 
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is said, "Precise, descriptive language, in contrast to vague, in¬ 
ferential, or value-laden language, helps student teachers and 
others to record exactly what was observed" (Mills, 1980, pp. 6-7). 
Recording skills. There are at least seven recording skills to be 
discussed in this paper. These include: 
1. Tallying - Refers to tally marks, which are made to note the 
frequency of a behavior or event . 
2. Listing - One-word or two-word descriptors are jotted down for 
each behavior to point up patterns, variety, consistencies, and 
inconsistencies . 
3. Coding - This skill uses abbreviations, initials, and other such 
short cuts to speed up recording detailed events. 
4. Verbatim Recording - As its name suggests, it is a word for word 
keeping of accounts of targeted events. 
5. Timing - The use of the wrist watch to determine the exact time 
certain behaviors or events occur. 
6. Anecdotal Recordings - The writing down short, ordered narratives 
of events. Verbatim recording skill could be used here in combi¬ 
nation of the two. 
7. Combined Technique - This refers to a combination of two or more 
of the above skills to be used to document events or behavior. 
(Mills, et al., 1980, p. 7). 
Acheson and Gall (1980) are masters of the techniques of classroom 
supervision. There maybe many ideas, one can borrow for adaptation. 
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Conferences. Mills, et al., (1980), suggests two major types of con¬ 
ferences during the period of student teaching. They are the readiness 
conference and the feedback conference. 
The readiness conference. According to Mills, et al., (1980), the main 
purpose of the conference is to prepare student teachers to observe and 
analyze information. And this is always the first step the university 
supervisor has to take during the course of his/her supervision. It in- 
vovles explaining to the students the importance of learning to observe 
school and classroom premises. 
She continues to explain that readiness conference also means a 
way of helping student teachers to understand what steps they are to 
follow in the observation-feedback process. And these steps include: 
a) the selection of an area of concern, b) the selection of one or more 
appropriate recording techniques, c) observation and recording, d) shar¬ 
ing and analyzing of data, e) discussing and questioning of findings, 
f) infering from finding one's own future behavior in similar situations 
g) determining one's goals and processes for the next oservation. (p. 7). 
The feedback conference. During the conference especially the initial 
ones, it is natural for student teachers to feel frightened about how 
the cooperating teacher or university supervisor will react to their 
data. The cooperating teacher should attempt to make students feel at 
home about discussing what they have seen and how they feel about it. 
There are three basic things the university supervisor has to do: 
1) He/she should sit next to student teachers rather than across from 
them, 2) He/she shoud use a pleasant tone of voice, and 3) He/she 
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avoid verbal or nonverbal communications (Mills, 1980, p. 8). 
Finally, Mills, et al., (1980) concludes by suggesting that 
each situation would dictate for readiness conferences and feedback 
conferences. According to her, the sooner feedback conferences can 
follow observation, the more impact data would have impact data would 
allow more time to impact on student teachers. She continues to sug¬ 
gest that feedback conferences should occur the day of an observation; 
where that is not possible, they should be postponed no more than two 
days (p. 7 ) . 
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Summary 
The supervision of student teachers begain in Europe after the 
establishment of normal schools during the Middle Ages. In those early 
days, many people became professional teachers by serving a lengthy ap- 
renticeship under a "master" teacher. The same teacher was the demon¬ 
stration teacher as well as on-the-site supervisor. 
Supervising student teachers in the United States of America 
began through the same pattern it did in Europe one hundred fifty 
years later. The first normal school was opened at Concord in the 
State of Vermont in 1823. The first state-sponsored normal school was 
established at Lexington, Massachusetts in 1839. The establishment of 
normal schools across the nation signalled the beginning of student 
teaching and subsequently the supervision of student teachers. 
Different attempts had been, and are still being, made to help 
the potential classroom teacher develop the best he could be in teach¬ 
ing. This desire led to the development of these supervisory styles: 
the laboratory-school type, the college-controlled-public-school type, 
and the dual responsibility or professional type of the early 20th Cen¬ 
tury . 
The insatiability of knowledge made the exploration for better 
approaches to educational supervision generally, and the supervision 
of student teachers in particular, imperative to scholars and educators. 
It was during the middle of this century that some major approaches to 
supervision were developed through research. The approaches included: 
the scientific, the democratic, and the clinical. 
If the above techniques are taught to university supervisors. 
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this researcher is of the opinion that they would perform their roles 
during student teaching better than they are currently doing. the end 
effect would be that student teachers would be well-acquainted with the 
operations of the public school system by the duration of their 
student-teaching programs. 
CHAPTER THREE 
Methodology and design 
Methodology. 
Obviously, survey research is a useful tool for 
educational fact-finding. An administrator, a board 
of education, or a staff of teachers can learn a 
great deal about a school system or a community 
witout contacting every child, every teacher, and 
every citizen. In short, the sampling methods 
developed in survey research can ber very useful. 
It is unsatisfactory to depend upon relatively 
hit-or-miss, so-called representative samples 
based on "expert" judgements. Nor is it necessary 
to gather data on whole populations; samples are 
sufficient for many purposes. Most research in 
education is doen with relatively small nonrandom 
samples (Kerlinger, 1973, p. 421). 
The researcher use a descriptive or survey research methodology 
to carry our this study. Kerlinger, et al., (p.422), explains that 
survey research is concerned with gaining information on personal 
and social facts, beliefs, and attitudes. He goes on to suggest 
that survey research could also be used to study populations by study¬ 
ing samples from the populations to "discover the relative incidence, 
distributions, and interrelations of sociological and pyschological 
variables...Sociological variables are classified as facts, opinions, 
and attitudes" (p. 410). 
With regard to this study, the researcher conducted a survey 
of the attitudes and opinions of the cooperative teachers, univer¬ 
sity supervisors, and student teachers who were associated with the 
University of Massachusetts School of Education’s Teacher Education 
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Program concerning the roles university supervisors play during the 
student teachers' field experiences. Other variables needed for 
successful completion of the research project included: sex, profes¬ 
sional position, level of experience, educational level, and type of 
school. 
Survey research methodology is also observed as being interested 
in "what people think and what they do..." (Kerlinger, et al., p. 411). 
Lehmann and Mehrens (1979) explain that survey research concerns 
itself with the "nature and degree" of existing conditions (p. 81). 
According to Borg and Gall (1979), survey research is considered as a 
"method of systematic data collection" (p. 283). The method of col¬ 
lecting data, which the researcher decided to use for this study, was 
the technique of questionnaire. 
Design. 
A questionnaire was designed based on a format which was orig¬ 
inally developed by Ralph Linto and later modified by Mason, Gross 
and McEachern (Gross, Mason, McEachern, 1964, p. 102). The relia¬ 
bility og Linton's model had been validated after it was originally 
developed. First Kaplan Leonard (1967), a doctoral candidate of the 
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale successfully used the same 
format to conduct a survey, searching the reasons why university 
supervision of student-teaching was necessary (p. 24). 
Desgning a questionnaire required planning, pilot work, printing, 
sampling, addressing, mailing, and stamped self-addressed envelopes for 
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returns (Oppenheim, 1966, p. 32). After extensive review of periodi¬ 
cals and textbooks dealing with the supervision of student teachers, 
the researcher developed the first questionnaire (Appendix 1). 
Field testing. 
The researcher used ten faculty and nonfaculty members of the 
School of Education, University of Massachusetts at Amherst to field 
test the questionnaire. The ten reviewers were asked to a) to fill 
out the questionnaire, and mark any questions they felt might seem 
ambiguous to a reader: b) to indicate any item that seemed important 
and relevant to the study; c) to indicate any item that seemed less 
important to the study and; d) to make suggestions or statements 
which in their opinions would be useful to the researcher. 
The purpose of the field testing was to make the necessary re¬ 
visions in the questionnaire to ensure that the information gathered 
would be useful to the study. Those who were used to fielf the 
instrument were completely excluded from the research population 
in this study. 
The field testing worked out well and it helped the researcher 
tremendously. Any questions that were not clearly understood were 
rewritten and any questions that appeared irrelevant or repititious 
were eliminated. For instance, one of the confusing statements the 
researcher used was the use of the "the supervisor of student teaching 
and the college supervisor on page two of the questionnaire. The 
reaction of most of the reviewers was "What is the difference between 
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'supervisor of student teacher' and 'college supervisor'?" Of course, 
there was no differences. The researcher used one term instead of the 
two terms. 
The greatest contributions the reviewers contributed in de¬ 
signing the appropriate questionnaire for this study came from one of 
them who asked this scholarly question: "What is source of items... 
To what extent have you used the literature on questionnaires as 
foundation for creating this?" 
the above question motivated the investigator to ransack the 
university library for more information on the use of questionnaires. 
During that academic exercise, the researcher was exposed to the Lin¬ 
ton's Role Definition Instrument, which he used to develop the ideal 
questionnaire, which was used for the study (Appendix II). 
After the second questionnaire was developed, the researcher 
field tested it among faculty members of the School of Education who 
were associated witht the supervision of student teacher's at the 
elementary school level. The researcher received verbal compliments 
for the work well-done. One one of them reacted this way in writing, 
"This is very good! Let me know how it turns out." 
Research population 
The research population of this study comprised 100 cooperating 
teachers fromthe Amherst-Pelham elementary schools, 50 university 
supervisors of student teaching, and 100 student teachers from the 
School of Education, university of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
The cooperating teachers, who were involved in the study came 
from the elementary schools in Amherst which were associated with the 
student teaching programs of the School of Education, University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. The student teachers who were used in the 
study comprised of students from the Early Childhood Education, the 
Integrated Day, Multicultural Teacher Education, and Elementary 
Teacher Education Programs of the School of Education during the 
spring and fall semesters of 1985. The university supervisors 
included all those who were hired by each department to supervise the 
student teaching programs. 
Instrumentation 
The instrument used in this survey study was the technique of 
questionnaire. These were inducing reasons for the researcher to 
choose a mail questionnaire technique instead of telephone inter¬ 
views : 
1. Mail questionnaire has a higher probability of reaching the 
respondents (Dillman, 1978, p. 47). 
2. A large sample can be covered (Oppenheim, 1966, p. 32). 
3. Both Dillman (p. 73), and Oppenheim (p. 3) seem to agree that 
the mail sampling method produces more accurate answers than 
the interview method. 
4. Best (1979) also states that the main advantage of mail ques¬ 
tionnaire is that it is cheaper than either personal or tele¬ 
phone interviews (p.71). 
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5. Mail questionnaires can be examined at leisure by respondents 
(Dillman, p. 17). 
However, according to Dillman (et al., p. 1) Oppenheim (et al., 
p. 34), Best (et al., p. 161), and Kerlinger (et al., p. 414), the 
major disadvantage of mail questionnaires is that the rate of response 
can be poor. Parten (1950) makes the same observation, "Most mail 
questionnaires bring so few returns, and these from such a highly 
selected population, that the findings of such surveys are almost in¬ 
variably open to question" (pp. 391-402). Kerlinger (et al., p. 414) 
adds that mail questionnaires should not be used if A better method 
could be found, and that if they are used, every effort should be made 
to obtain returns of at least 80 to 90 per cent or more. 
Following Kerlinger's advice and suggestion, the researcher 
distributed the research questionnaire by hand since the respondents 
live within the same geographical area. Questionnaires to the co¬ 
operating teachers were distributed through the office of the super¬ 
intendent of Amherst-Pelham elementary schools. Thre researcher did 
do by making an official request to the superintendent to use cooper¬ 
ating teahers in the schools under his jurisdiction. Fortunately, the 
application received approval permitting the researcher to distribute, 
and receive back, the questionnaires thorugh the office of the super¬ 
intendent. (Appendix III.) 
in the same manner, the researcher contacted the directors and 
coordinators of the different segments of elementary student teaching 
program of the School of Education, University of Massachusetts at 
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Amherst to use their student teachers and university supervisors for 
the study. The researcher talked to them and requested their cooper¬ 
ation on a face-to-face basis. After they demonstrated their willing¬ 
ness to cooperate with him, the researcher distributed the question¬ 
naires to the student teachers and university supervisors through 
the directors and coordinators of each student teaching program. 
It was about a fortnight after the questionnaires were dis¬ 
tributed that responses from the cooperating teachers started to re¬ 
turn to the office of the school superintendent in Amherst. What the 
researcher did was maintain regular contacts to the office of the 
Superintendent of Schools to collect the returns. In the same way, 
many of the student teachers and university supervisors returned 
their response through either their coordinators or their directors' 
offices. 
The ideal questionnaire structure. The questionnaire cap¬ 
tioned the Role Expectations of the University Supervisor of Student 
Teachers was used in the study. Linton's Role Definition model 
defined roles expected of the university supervisor in terms of 
behavior expected of position encumbents rather than in terms of 
observed behaviors. The questionnaire was designed on a Likert scale 
of 1 to 5, and subjects were asked to indicate their opinions with 
regard to what the respondents should or should not expect the 
university supervisor to during student teaching experience. They 
were requested to choose one of the following designations: 1) abso¬ 
lutely must; 2) preferably should; 3) no opinion; 4) preferable should 
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not; 5) absolutely must not (Gross, Mason, and McEachern, 1958, p. 
102). The questionnaire was subdivided into two parts. 
I provided background and demographic information of each 
of the subject population. It contained such questions as: sex, posi¬ 
tion, years of experience, level of education, and the type of school. 
Part II consisted of forty-four questions concerning what roles 
the university supervisor should play during the student teachers' 
field experiences in public school classrooms. The items of the ques¬ 
tionnaire were subdivided into four subsections fo 1) planning, 
2) observing, 3) evaluating, and 4) additional activities. The first 
three subsections contained questions dealing with some basic skills 
of supervision, which any supervisor should know before assuming the 
responsibility of supervising potential teachers. The fourth sub¬ 
section, "additional activities" dealt with other activities the 
university supervisor could undertake to do for the overall success 
of student teaching in public schools. 
Planning. There were eight items on planning. The items 6, 
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 were constructed so that the respondents 
could determine what roles the university supervisor could play in the 
students' course planning, unit planning and the daily lesson plans. 
Observation. There were eleven items on observation alone. 
These include: 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24. 
The core of the observation section is not on what the university 
supervisor should or should not do. Rather, the items were con¬ 
structed to determine how the supervisor should conduct classroom 
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observation and what to do with data from such observation. 
Evaluation. Thirteen items: 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 
33, 34, 35, 36, and 37 were designated for evaluation. Respondents 
were asked to indicate the purpose and technique of evaluation 
suitable to the student teacher; who should, and how should that 
person evaluate student teachers. 
Additional activities. There were twelve items in this sub¬ 
section: 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and 49. Ac¬ 
tually, from the layman's point of view, there is no line of demar¬ 
cation between the first three subsections and the fourth subsection. 
From the specialist's point of view, the demarcation line does not 
exist. However, each of the subsections has an important part to 
play to make the supervisory process more effective. 
Statistical treatment. 
The frequency of the responses to each item of the question¬ 
naire was coded and tabulated including the demographic information. 
Through the services of research consultants in Division of Education 
Policy, Research, and Administration (EPRA) of the School of Edu¬ 
cation, University of Massachusetts at Amherst, the SPSS computer 
package was used to conduct a frequency analysis of the repsonses. 
Each role item was calculated and ranked in order of that item's mean 
score. The scores were ranked from the lowest to the highest mean. 
Role items with the lowest mean scores and highest percentages of 
respondents were the ones ranked as the most important. 
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A one-way analysis of variance was also performed to test for 
differences between groups and to determine their perception of the 
importance of each role. Where th significant differences were found, 
Scheffe comparison were also performed to determine which groups were 
different from others. 
Kruskal-Wallis Test was conducted to determine whether there 
were significant differences in the way groups ranked the role items. 
Summary 
The purpose of this chapter has been to present the outline 
procedures and methods used in this research project. The rationale 
for the choice of the instruments used has been presented and out¬ 
lined. Also there has been a presentation of a detailed description 
of the procedures used by the researcher in the study. Chapter Four 
gives, in detail, the results of the data, and leads to the final 
analysis and interpretation of the findings. 
CHAPTER FOUR 
Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation of Data 
Introduction 
This chapter presents the analyses and interprets the data 
obtained from the questionnaire circulated among the cooperating 
teachers, university supervisors, and student teachers who were used 
in the study. These three groups of respondents were directly asso¬ 
ciated with the student teaching programs of the School of Education, 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst. The data is presented in 
two parts. The first part is a summary of returns and the demo¬ 
graphic information of the respondents. The second part analyzes 
and interprets the data collected from the survey in an attempt to 
develop a set of roles of what should be expected of a university 
supervisor fo student teachers. 
Part One 
Demographic information of the three groups of respondents. The data 
depicting the demographic information are listed in Tables 1, 2, 3, 
and 4. The five questions asked concerned 1) sex, 2) professional 
position, 3) experience, 4) educational level, and 5) type of school. 
Table 1 presents the three research groups as: 1) the cooper¬ 
ating teachers, 2) the university supervisors, and 3) the student 
teachers. The first group comprised of 100 teachers from the Amherst 
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Pelham Elementary Schools. The second group comprised of 50 univer¬ 
sity supervisors of student teachers from school of Education, Uni¬ 
versity of Massachusetts at Amherst student teaching programs. The 
third gorup comprised of 100 student teachers also from the School of 
Education student teaching programs of the University of Massachu¬ 
setts at Amherst. 
Table 2 shows the demographic information for the cooperating 
teachers. According to the study, 93.7 per cent of them were females. 
The data also indicated that 45.6 per cent of them had up to four years 
of teaching experience. The number of cooperating teachers with five 
to nine years wsa found to be twenty-nine (36.7%), those with ten to 
fourteen were eight (10.1%), and over fifteen years of experience were 
six (7.6%). Their educational levels determined by the questionnaire 
indicated that 41 of the cooperating teachers (51.9%) had obtained 
the bachelor's degree; followed by 34 (43%) with the master's degree. 
Only 3 (3.8%) are currently graduate students with one person (1.3%) 
pursuing the doctoral degree. 
Table 3 presents the demographic data for the university super¬ 
visors. The data shows that 33 (89.2%) of the supervisors were females. 
A majority of them (73%) had between one and four years experience. Six 
of them (16.2%) had five to nine years experience. Those with ten to 
fourteen years experience were three (8.1%), and only one person (2.7%) 
was over fifteen years experience. Twenty-two of the supervisors (59.5%) 
earned the master's degree, and thirteen (35.1%) had the doctorate 
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degree. Only two of them (5.4%) had the bachelor’s degree. Almost all 
of the supervisors (86.5%) had their experiences in suburban schools. 
Only one person (2.7%) had his/her experience in a rural school. 
The demographic data for student teachers are presented at Table 
4. Like the first two groups, the female respondents of the third 
group were in majority, representing 96.5 per cent of the student 
teachers who participated in the study. The male respondents were 
only three (3.5%). Prepracticum students were sixty-four (75.3%), and 
practicum students were twenty-one (24.7%) of the total number. Most 
of the students were undergraduates. Only three (3.6%) were graduate 
students. Seventy-eight (91.7%) of them have been practising in sub¬ 
urban elementary schools; six (7.1%) of them have practised in urban 
schools. One one (1.2%) practised in a rural school. 
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Part Two 
Analysis of data. This section of Chapter four presents the analysis 
of data gathered from the second part of the questionnaire used for 
the study. The purpose of which will hopefully lead to the develop¬ 
ment of role items which a university supervisor of student teachers 
should perform during the student teachers' field experiences. 
Procedure. It should be remembered that Part two of the question¬ 
naire used in this study is designed and based on Ralph Linton's 
Role Definition Instruments is Appendix II. The expectation 
response categories of this instrument are: 1) Absolutely Must (AM), 
2) Preferably Should (PS), 3) No Answer (NA), 4) Preferably Should 
Not (PSN), and 5) Absolutely Must Not (AMN). To analyze data 
gathered with the instrument, at least two methods were at the 
researcher's disposal. The first was to combine the "absolutely" 
and "preferably" categories at each end of the check list and split 
teh neutral category, "no answer" between the two. This approach 
assumes that there are only two directions to the expectation, 
positive and negative. The second approach was to leave the 
neutral category separate creating three directions of positive, 
neutral, and negative instead of two. The only reason behind the 
second approach is that "no answer" is not an expectation but a lack 
of an expectation (Gross, et al., 1958, pp. 118-119). 
Both approaches appear reasonable to the researcher but he chose 
the second approach because it seemed to be a more workable approach 
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to him. 
Table 5 
^®kle 5 is a practical demonstration of the procedure decribed 
above. The researcher added together the "Absolutely Must" (AM) 
responses together with the "Preferably Should " (PS) responses to 
form the "Positive Responses" (PR). In the same manner, he added 
together the "Absolutely Must Not (AMN) responses with the "Prefer¬ 
ably Should Not" (PSN) responses to form the "Negative Responses" 
(NR). He left the "No Answer" NA responses under Neutral Response 
but such responses are still identified as "No Answer" NA responses. 
For any item to be placed under "postitive responses" that item 
must command a minimum of 50% responses. 
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Table 6 presents positive responses to the items of the ques¬ 
tionnaire from the CT Group, US Group, and ST Group. The responses 
were arranged and ranked from the lowest to the highest mean scores. 
The role items with the lowest mean scores were the ones which were 
ranked as the most important to the respondents. 
After arranging and ranking the mean scores, the positive di¬ 
rection of item was determined by adding together the "Absolutely 
Must" responses with the Preferably Should" responses Any of the 
added items that scored up to 50 per cent of the responses had a 
positive response. This was also explained in the procedure page. 
Table 6 
Group Positive Responses to Role Items 
Ranked According to Mean Scores. 
Role 
Items 
Mean 
Scores 
Percentage 
Scores 
Rank 
Order 
The Univ. Sup. should: 
23 - share responsibility of 
evaluation with ST & CT 
(Evaluation) 
1.4 96.5 1 
31 - guide the ST toward the 
goal of self-evaluation 
(Evaluation) 
1.5 94.5 2 
16 - make notes taken during 
observation available to 
the ST concerned 
(Observation) 
1.5 96 3 
37 - Serve the ST as a resource 
consultant 
(Additional Activities) 
1.6 94 4 
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33 - act as liaison between uni¬ 
versity and cooperating 
public school 
(Additional Activities) 
1.7 89.1 5 
41 
- work with Univ. staff in 
developing total teacher 
training program 
(Additional Activities) 
1.8 88.1 6 
15 
— take notes while observing 
ST teach in public school 
classroom 
(Observation) 
1.9 82.1 7 
35 
- assist the ST in placement 
in public school 
(Additional Activities) 
1.9 81.6 8 
36 - assist ST in public school 
and University policies 
Additional Activities) 
1.9 86.6 9 
22 - share the responsibility of 
evaluating the ST with the 
ST alone 
(Evaluation) 
2.1 81.1 10 
1 - develop a planning model 
for the ST 
(Planning) 
2.1 81.8 11 
2 - help the ST in planning 
units of work 
(Planninq) 
2.2 75.1 12 
3 - help the ST to develop 
lesson plans 
(Planninq) 
2.2 75.6 13 
32 - help the CTs develop the 
supervisory skills for daily 
supervision and evaluation 
of STs classroom performance 
(Observation) 
2.2 72.1 14 
40 - conduct inservice program 
for STs 
(Additional Activities) 
2.2 69.7 15 
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9 - observe children in class¬ 
room assigned to the ST while 
ST is teaching 
(Observation) 
2.3 71.6 16 
34 
- act as liaison between the 
ST and the CT 
(Additional Activities) 
2.3 68.7 17 
17 
-- make notes taken while the 
ST was teaching available to 
the CT 
(Observation) 
2.3 67.2 18 
4 
- check the ST1s units of work 
and daily lesson plans 
(Planninq) 
2.4 67.2 19 
7 
- conduct cooperative planning 
with CTs and STs 
(Planninq) 
2.4 63.7 20 
20 - encourage daily evaluation 
of ST's work by the CT 
(Evaluation) 
2.5 64 21 
10 - work with the CTs to plan 
units of work 
(Planninq) 
2.5 59.2 22 
13 - make notes taken while the 
CT is teaching available 
the CT 
(Observation) 
2.5 56.2 23 
19 - Observe other staff members 
of the cooperating public 
school to choose capable CTs 
(Observation) 
2.6 53.2 24 
11 - Observe CTs teach during the 
period of student teaching 
(Observation) 
2.6 55.7 25 
38 - serve as resource consul¬ 
tant to the CTs 
(Additional Activities) 
2.6 51.7 26 
43 - work toward the improvement 
of total school program 2.6 51.7 
27 
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Table 7 presents a one-way analysis of variance which was per¬ 
formed on all the forty-four role items to determine whether any 
sgnificant differences occurred between any pair of the groups with 
respect to their perceptions of the importance of the roles chosen 
by respondents. The result showed that some differences did occur 
between pairs of the groups in a few of the role items. 
In most of the items where the differences occurred, they occurred 
between the cooperating teachers and the student teachers. In items: 
23, 31, 16, 33, 15, 1, and 3 the cooperating teachers favored them 
to be included to the roles that should be expected of a university 
supervisor of student teaching than the student teachers. In items 
11 and 19, the opposite was the case. More student teachers the 
two items than the cooperating teachers. 
Table 7 
A One-way Analysis of Variance to Compare 
the Three Group's Mean Scores 
Questionnaire 
Items 
CT Group 
Mean Scores 
US Group 
Mean Scores 
ST Group 
Mean Scores 
23 - share responsibility 
of evaluation with ST 
and CT 
(Evaluation) 
1.3 1.4 1.6 
31 - guide the ST toward 
the goal of self 
evaluation 
(Evaluation) 
1.4 1.5 1.6 
16 - make notes taken during 
observation available 
to the ST 
(Observation) 
1.4 1.4 1.6 
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37 
- serve as a resource 
consultant 
Additional Activities) 
1.5 1.6 1.7 
33 
- act as a liaison be¬ 
tween university and 
public schools 
(Additional Activities) 
1.4 1.6 2.0 
41 
- work with university 
staff to develop the 
total teacher training 
program 
(Additional Activities) 
1.8 1.8 1.9 
15 - take notes while ob¬ 
serving the ST teach 
in public school 1.7 1.9 2.2 
(Observation) 
35 - assist the ST in place¬ 
ment to public school 1.9 1.9 1.9 
(Additional Activities) 
36 - assist the ST to adjust 
to public school and 
university policies 1.8 2.0 2.0 
22 - share responsibility of 
evaluation with CT and 
ST 
(Evaluation) 
2.2 2.0 2.1 
1 - develop a planning 
model for the ST 
(Planning) 
1.8 2.2 2.4 
2 - help the ST to plan 
units of work 
(Planninq) 
2.0 2.2 2.3 
3 - help the ST to 
develop lesson plans 
(Planning) 
2.0 2.1 2.4 
32 - help the CT to develop 
the supervisory skills 
for daily supervision 
and evaluation of STs 
classroom performance 
(Observation) 
2.2 2.3 2.2 
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40 - conduct the STs 
inservice programs 2.1 2.5 
(Additional Activities) 
9 - observe children in 
classroom assigned to 
the ST 
(Observation) 
2.3 2.2 2.3 
34 - act as liaison between 
the STs and the CTs 
(Additional Activities) 
2.4 2.0 2.4 
17 - make notes taken while 
the ST was teaching 
available to the CT 
(Observation) 
2.4 2.2 2.3 
4 - check the Sts units and 
daily plans of work 
(Planninq) 
2.2 2.2 2.6 
7 - conduct cooperating 
planning session with 
Cts and Sts 2.2 
v
r
 
•
 
CM
 
2.5 
20 - encourage daily evalu¬ 
ation of Sts work by 
the CT 
(Observation) 
2.6 2.4 2.5 
10 - work with the CTs in 
planning units of work 
(Planninq) 
2.8 2.3 2.4 
13 - make notes taken while 
the CT is teaching avail 
able to the CT 
(Observation) 
2.4 2.6 2.6 
19 - observe other staff 
members of a cooper¬ 
ating school for the 
purpose of selecting 
CTs 
(Observation) 
2.8 2.4 2.4 
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11 - observe CTs teach 
during the period 
of student teaching 2.9 
(Observation) 
2.4 2.4* 
38 
- serve as a resource 
consultant to the 
CTs 2.8 
(Additional Activities) 
2.8 2.4 
43 - work toward the improve¬ 
ment of total school pro¬ 
gram 2.8 3.0 2.4 
* Denotes pairs of groups that are significantly different with each 
other. 
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Table 8 reports the Scheffe' Procedure, which was performed 
on all the role items where the significant differences occurred. 
The purpose of this test was to determine the level of significance 
at which the significances occurred. The result showed that the 
significant differences occurred at the .05 level of significance. 
Table 8 
Scheffe Procedure Showing Role Items 
Where Groups Differences Occurred 
Role 
Items Sources D.F. 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Squares F-Ratio F-Ratio 
23 Between Groups 2 4.2803 2.1402 6.307 .0022 
Within Groups 198 67.1923 .3394 
Total 200 71.4726 
31 Between Groups 2 3.2975 1.6398 3.734 .0256 
Within Groups 198 86.9593 .44392 
Total 200 90.2388 
16 Between Groups 2 3 .0826 1.5413 3.583 .0296 
Within Groups 198 85.1661 .4301 3.583 .0296 
Total 200 
15 Between Groups 2 10.5284 5.2642 5.514 .0047 
Within Groups 198 99.4233 .5021 
Total 200 203 .8905 
33 Between Groups 2 13.4523 6.7261 13.395 
.0000 
Within Groups 198 99.4233 .5021 
Total 200 112.8756 
1 Between Groups 2 11.3478 5.6739 
5.835 .0035 
Within Groups 198 192.5428 .9724 
Total 200 203.8905 
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3 Between Groups 
Within Groups 
Total 
2 
198 
200 
6.3321 
162.5734 
168.9055 
3.1661 
.8211 
3.856 .0228 
19 Between Groups 2 9.9241 4.9620 4.248 .0156 
Within Groups 198 231.2709 1.1681 
Total 200 241.2040 
11 Between Groups 2 14.7967 7.3983 5.861 .0034 
Within Groups 198 249.9297 1.2623 
Total 200 264.7264 
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Table 9 shows the role items which scored at least fifty per cent 
of the cooperating teachers' responses to become the Cooperating 
Teachers' Positive Responses (CTPR). The role items affected were 
arranged and ranked according to their mean scores. They turned out 
to be 23 role items. 
Table 9 
Cooperating Teachers Positive Responses 
Ranked According to Mean Scores 
Role Mean 
Items Scores 
Percentage 
Scores 
Rank 
Order 
The university supervisor 
should: 
23 - share responsibility 
of evaluation with 
ST and CT 1.3 
(Evaluation) 
100.0 1 
31 - guide the ST toward 
the goal of self- 
evaluation 1.4 
(Evaluation) 
97.5 2 
16 - make notes taken 
during observation 
available to the ST 
concerned 1.4 
(Observation) 
100.0 3 
33 - act as liaison between 
university and cooper¬ 
ating public school 1.4 
(Additional Activities) 
97.5 4 
37 - serve the ST as a re¬ 
source consultant 1.5 
(Additional Activities) 
94.9 5 
15 - take notes while ob¬ 
serving ST teach 1.7 
(Observation) 
91.1 6 
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41 - work with uni¬ 
versity staff in 
developing total 
teacher training 
program 
Additional Activities) 
1.8 92.4 7 
1 - develop a planning 
model for the ST 
(Planninq) 
1.8 89.9 8 
36 - Assist ST to public 
school and Univer¬ 
sity policies 
(Additional Activities) 
1.8 92.4 9 
35 - assist the ST in 
placement to public 
school 1.9 78.5 10 
(Additional Activities) 
3 - help the ST in develop¬ 
ing lesson plans 2.0 
(Planning) 
2 - help the ST in plan¬ 
ning units of work 2.0 
(Planning) 
40 - conduct the STs in 
service program 2.0 
(Planning) 
22 - share the responsi¬ 
bility of evaluating 
the ST with that ST 
alone 2.2 
(Evaluation) 
32 - help the CTs develop 
the supervisory skills 
for daily supervision 
and evaluation of STs 
classroom performance 2.2 
( observation) 
4 - check the STs units 
and plans of work 2.2 
_( Planning)___ 
84.8 
82.3 
77.2 
79.7 
74.7 
72.2 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
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9 - observe children 
in classroom assigned 
to the ST while ST is 
teaching 
(Observation) 
2.3 72.2 17 
13 
- make notes taken 
while the CT is teach¬ 
ing available to the 
CT 
(Observation) 
2.4 59.5 18 
17 
- make notes taken while 
the ST was teaching 
available to the CT 
(Observation) 
2.4 64.6 19 
34 - act as a liaison be¬ 
tween the ST and CT 2.4 65.8 20 
(Additional Activities) 
7 - conduct cooperative 
planning with CTs and 
STs 
(Planning) 
2.4 67.1 21 
25 - use the university 
evaluation format 
to evaluate the ST 
(Evaluation) 
2.6 54.4 22 
20 - encourage daily evalu¬ 
ation of STs work by 
the CT 
(Evaluation) 
2.6 64.6 23 
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Table 10 shows the role items which scored at least 50 per 
cent of the university supervisors' responses to become the Uni¬ 
versity Supervisor's Positive Responses (USPR). The role items 
affected were arranged and ranked according to their mean scores. 
They turned out to be 26 role items. 
Table 10 
University Supervisors' Positive Responses 
Ranked according to Mean Scores 
Role 
Items 
Mean 
Scores 
Percentage 
Scores 
Rank 
Order 
The university supervisor 
should: 
23 - share the respon¬ 
sibility of evalua¬ 
tion with ST and CT 1.4 
(Evaluation) 
94.6 1 
16 - make notes taken during 
observation available 
to the ST concerned 1.4 
(Evaluation) 
97.3 2 
31 - guide the ST toward 
the goal of self-eval¬ 
uation 1.5 
(Evaluation) 
100.0 3 
33 - act as liaison between 
university and cooper¬ 
ating public school 1.6 
(Additional Activities) 
91.9 4 
37 - serve the ST as a re¬ 
source consultant 1.6 
(Additional Activities) 
94.6 5 
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41 - develop with uni¬ 
versity staff the 
total teacher 
training program 1.8 
(Additional Activities) 
94.6 6 
15 
- take notes while 
observing the ST 
teach l.g 
(Observation) 
83.8 7 
35 - assist the ST in 
placement to public 
school 1.9 
(Additional Activities) 
89.2 8 
22 - share the responsi¬ 
bility of evaluating 
the ST with the ST 
alone 2.0 83.6 9 
34 - act as liaison be¬ 
tween the ST and CT 2.0 
(Additional Activities) 
75.7 10 
36 - assist ST to adjust 
to public school and 
university policy 2.0 
(Additional Activities) 
81.1 11 
3 - help the ST to develop 
lesson plans 2.0 
(Planning) 
75.7 12 
9 - observe children in 
the classroom as¬ 
signed to the ST 
while the ST is 
teaching 2.2 
(Planninq) 
73 13 
17 - make notes while the 
ST was teaching avail¬ 
able to the CT 2.2 
(Observation) 
70.3 14 
1 - develop a planning 
model for the ST 2.2 
(Planning) 
64 .9 15 
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2 - help the ST in 
planning units 
of work 
(Planning) 
2.2 70.3 16 
4 
- check the STs units 
and daily plans of 
work 
(Planninq) 
2.2 81.1 17 
10 
- observe the CT 
teach before the 
placement of the 
STs 
(Observation) 
2.3 67.6 18 
32 - help the CTs de¬ 
velop the super¬ 
visory skills for 
daily supervision 
and evaluation of 
the ST classroom 
performance 
(Observation) 
2.3 67.6 19 
11 - observe CTs teach 
during the period 
of student teach¬ 
ing 
(Observation) 
2.4 64.9 20 
7 - conduct cooper¬ 
ating planning 
session with CTs 
and STs 
(Planninq) 
2.4 62.2 21 
19 - observe other 
staff members of 
the cooperating 
school for the 
purpose of select¬ 
ing CTs 
(Observation) 
2.4 59.5 22 
20 - encourage daily or 
weekly evaluation 
of STs work by the 
CTs 
(Evaluation) 
2.4 62.2 23 
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40 
- conduct inservice 
work-shop programs 
for STs 2.5 59.5 24 
13 
- make notes taken 
while the CT is 
teaching available 
to the CT 
(Observation) 
2 .6 51.4 25 
25 
- use the university 
evaluation format 
to evaluate ST 2.6 56.8 26 
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Table 11 presents the role items which scored at least 50 per 
cent of the student teachers' responses to become the Student Teach¬ 
ers’ Positive Responses (STPR). The role items affected were ar¬ 
ranged and ranked according to their mean scores. They turned out 
to be 20 items. 
Table 11 
Student Teachers' Positive Responses 
Ranked According to Mean Scores 
Role 
Items 
Mean 
Scores 
Percentage 
Scores 
Rank 
Order 
The university supervisor 
should: 
23 - share the respon¬ 
sibility of evalu¬ 
ation with ST and 
CT 
(Evaluation) 
1.6 95.5 1 
31 - guide the ST 
toward the goal of 
self-evaluation 
(Evaluation) 
1.6 89.3 2 
16 - make notes taken 
during observation 
available to the 
ST concerned 
(Observation) 
1.6 91.7 3 
37 - serve the ST as a 
resource consul¬ 
tant 
(Additional Activ¬ 
ities) 
1.7 92.9 4 
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41 - develop with uni¬ 
versity staff the 
total teacher 
training program 
(Additional 
Activities) 
1.9 82.1 5 
35 
- assist the ST 
in placement to 
public school 
(Additional 
Activities) 
1.9 81.2 6 
33 
- act as liaison be¬ 
tween university 
and cooperating 
public school 
(Additional 
Activities) 
2.0 79.8 7 
36 - assist ST to ad¬ 
just to public 
school and univer¬ 
sity policy 
(Additional 
Activities) 
2.0 83.3 8 
22 - share the respon¬ 
sibility of evalu¬ 
ating the ST with 
the ST alone 2.1 81.0 9 
15 - take notes while 
observing the ST 
teach 
(Observation) 
2.2 72.6 10 
32 - help the CTs de¬ 
velop the super¬ 
visory skills for 
daily supervision 
and evaluation of 
the ST classroom 
performance 
(Observation) 
2.2 71.4 11 
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40 
- conduct inservice 
work-shop programs 
for STs 2.2 67.9 12 
2 
- help the ST plan¬ 
ning units of work 2.3 70.2 13 
9 
- observe children in 
the classroom as¬ 
signed to the ST 
while the ST is 
teaching 2.3 
(Observation) 
70.2 14 
17 - make notes taken 
while the ST was 
teaching available 
to the CT 2.3 
(Observation) 
69.3 15 
10 - observe the CT 
teach before place¬ 
ment of the STs 2.4 
(Observation) 
65.5 16 
43 - work toward the im¬ 
provement of the to¬ 
tal school program 2.4 60.7 17 
1 - develop a planning 
model for the ST 2.4 
(Planning) 
70.2 18 
34 - act as liaison be¬ 
tween the ST and CT 2.4 
(Additional 
Activities) 
67.9 19 
11 - observe CTs teach 
during the period 
of student teach¬ 
ing 2.4 
(Observation) 
66.7 20 
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Table 12 presents the Kriskall-Wallis One-Way Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVAS), which was performed to determine if there 
were any significant differences the three independent groups 
in their overall ranking of the role items. 
In statistics the H (adjustment for ties) associated with the 
Kruskal-Wallis test states that the value of Chi-Square (X2) should 
be 5.99 at the .05 level of significance, and 9.21 at the .01 level. 
The comparison of the rankings of the three independent groups used 
in this study, the value of Chi-Square was 3.97. Therefore, there 
was no significant difference in the rankings of the three groups. 
Rather, there were similarities in the ways the independent groups 
ranked the role items. 
Table 12 
Kruskal-Wallis Test for Group Rankings 
GROUP 1 GROUP 2 GROUP 3 
Rank Mean Item #s Rank Mean Item #s Rank Mean Item #s 
1.3 23 1 1.4 23 1 1.6 23 
1.4 31 2 1.4 16 2 1.6 31 
1.4 16 3 1.5 31 3 1.6 16 
1.4 33 4 1.6 33 4 1.7 37 
1.5 37 5 1.6 37 5 1.9 41 
1.7 15 6 1.8 41 6 1.9 35 
00
 
•
 
H
 
41 7 1.9 15 7 2.0 33 
00
 
•
 
fH
 
1 8 1.9 35 8 2.0 36 
• 00
 
36 9 2.0 22 9 2.1 22 9 
10 1-9 35 
11 2.0 3 
12 2.0 2 
13 2.1 40 
14 2.2 22 
15 2.2 32 
16 2.2 4 
17 2.3 9 
18 2.4 13 
19 2.4 17 
20 2.4 34 
21 2.4 7 
22 2.6 25 
23 2.6 20 
24 2.8 38 
25 2.8 43 
26 2.8 29 
27 2.8 10 
28 2.8 19 
29 2.9 11 
30 3.0 26 
31 3.3 27 
32 3.4 5 
33 3.4 12 
34 3.5 8 
35 3.5 39 
36 3.6 6 
37 3.6 28 
38 3.7 18 
39 3.8 30 
40 3.8 42 
41 3.8 14 
42 4.0 44 
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10 2.0 34 
11 2.0 36 
12 2.1 3 
13 2.2 9 
14 2.2 17 
15 2.2 1 
16 2.2 2 
17 2.2 4 
18 2.3 10 
19 2.3 32 
20 2.4 11 
21 2.4 7 
22 2.4 19 
23 2.4 20 
24 2.5 40 
25 2.6 13 
26 2.6 25 
27 2.8 38 
28 2.9 12 
29 2.4 12 
30 3.1 5 
31 3.1 6 
32 3.1 27 
33 3.1 8 
34 3.2 29 
35 3.3 26 
36 3.3 39 
37 3.4 18 
38 3.5 14 
39 3.5 42 
40 3 .6 28 
41 3.7 30 
42 3.8 44 
10 2.2 
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15 
11 2.2 32 
12 2.2 40 
13 2.3 2 
14 2.3 9 
15 2.3 17 
16 2.4 10 
17 2.4 10 
18 2.4 1 
19 2.4 34 
20 2.4 11 
21 2.4 3 
22 2.4 38 
23 2.4 19 
24 2.5 20 
25 2.5 7 
26 2.6 4 
27 2.6 13 
28 2.6 29 
28 2.6 29 
30 
00
 
•
 
<N
 25 
31 2.9 27 
32 3.0 39 
33 3.0 6 
34 3.0 12 
35 3.0 26 
36 3.0 28 
37 3.1 42 
38 3.2 8 
39 3.2 30 
40 3.3 18 
41 3.4 44 
42 3.5 14 
Table 12 Continued 114 
43 4.3 21 
44 4.3 24 
43 3.9 21 
44 4.0 24 
43 3.6 21 
44 3.7 24 
Level Numbers Median Ave. Rank Z-Value 
1 44 1.010 57.2 -1.97 
2 44 1.090 69.9 0.72 
3 44 1.092 72.4 1.25 
Total 132 66.5 
j-^tsrprfitation of the analyzed data. 
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This section of chapter four presents the interpretation of 
the respondents' responses to the role items of the research 
questionnaire designed for this study. The guidelines to the inter¬ 
pretation were based on the groups' mean scores to each item which 
were ranked according to their order of importance, and reported 
in the data analysis. The researcher arranged the items in order 
to produce a more coherent piece of work. 
Role 1. 
Evaluation. On the basis of the responses from thr four 
groups of respondents the researcher felt convinced that the 
groups perceived evaluation as the most significant role of the 
university supervisor. Within that perspective, they indirectly 
mentioned the use of both summative and formative evaluation 
skills to perform that role. 
(a) Summative evaluation. All the three groups favored a 
three-person evaluation conference comprising the co¬ 
operating teacher, the university supervisor, and the 
student teacher. The basic philosophy behind summa¬ 
tive evaluation has ever been to judge the profes¬ 
sional competence of the teacher. In a practice teach 
ing situation, joint evaluation is necessary, in order 
to determine the type of grade to be awatded to the 
student teacher concerned. Besides, the decision 
reached by the three groups will be more reliable and 
valid than otherwise. 
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(b) Formative evaluation. Again, al the three groups were 
in favor of guiding the student teacher toward the goal 
of self evaluation. Slightly more university supervisors 
and cooperating teachers favored this particular role 
more than the student teachers. One of the best skills 
the university supervisor could use to guide the student 
to achieve the goal of self-evaluation is the formative 
evaluation technique. 
Role 2. 
Observation. The three groups of the repondents supported: 
(a) The university supervisor should take notes while ob¬ 
serving the student teacher. 
(b) He/she should make any notes taken during any obser¬ 
vation available to the student teacher concerned. 
(c) The supervisor should also make such notes available to 
to the cooperating teacher. 
(d) The supervisor should also observe children assigned 
to the student teacher for the purpose of classroom ma¬ 
nagement and discipline. 
(e) He/she should also observe cooperating teachers, and 
other staff members for the purposes of reassigning cur¬ 
rent ones and choosing new cooperating teachers. 
The student teachers attached more significance to sub¬ 
sections (b) and (e) than the cooperating teachers and supervisors. 
The latter groups attached more significance to sub-items (a), (c). 
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and (d) than the student teachers. 
Role 3. 
Resource consultant. There were slightly no difference of 
opinion among the groups in assigning this phase of reponsibility 
to the university supervisor. However, student teachers mentioned 
it less frequently than either the supervisors or the cooperating 
teachers. 
Being a resource person, the supervisor would have a wonder¬ 
ful opportunity to be of great service to the public school in 
general, and to the student teacher in particular; and at times 
to the cooperating teacher as well. 
Role 4. 
Liaison. All the three groups perceived liaison as a sig¬ 
nificant role which the university supervisor should perform dur¬ 
ing the student teacher's field experiences. As a liaison officer, 
one of the jobs of the university supervisor is to clarify the ob¬ 
ligations of the public school to the university and those of the 
university to the school. This responsibility alone makes the 
supervisor the go between or the link between the university and 
the public school, where the student teacher does his/her teaching 
practice. 
Role 5. 
Cooperative effort. A large number of the respondents from 
the three groups participating in the study believed that the super 
visor should work with other university staff members in order to 
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develop the total teacher training program. By so doing, the uni¬ 
versity supervisor will no longer become an outsider to the pro¬ 
gram he or she supervises in the public school. Rather, he be¬ 
comes a member of the body that draws it up. For instance, student 
teaching program needs cooperative efforts to accomplish it. The 
university supervisor should therefore be a member of that team 
effort. 
Role 6. 
Placement. There was a unanimous agreement among the re¬ 
spondents that placement should be one of the roles the supervisor 
should play during student teaching in public schools. They look 
at it as a part of the supervisor's duties to aid the student 
teacher to secure a public school, a classroom, and a cooperating 
teacher; and also to assist the student teacher to adjust to both 
the university and the public school policies and obligations. 
Role 7. 
Planning. Many of the respondents from the three groups, 
especially the cooperating teachers and the university supervisors, 
were of the opinion that supervisors should be involved in the 
student teacher's planning of lessons. The supervisor could do 
this by designing model units and lesson plans, by checking the 
student teacher's units and daily plans of work, and by organizing 
cooperative planning sessions with both the cooperating teacher 
and the student teacher. 
Role 8- 
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Helping cooperating teachers. Almost unanimously the three 
groups of respondents agreed that the supervisor should see it as 
a part of his/her responsibility to help the cooperating teacher 
develop a type of supervisory skills, which he/she could use to 
supervise and evaluate the student teacher's work. Delegating the 
day-to-day supervision of the student teacher to a cooperating 
teacher who could blend his/her teaching experience with some 
supervisory skills would definitely produce more qualitative 
teachers than is currently the case. Supervisors could conduct 
university-sponsored workshops to cooperating teachers annually to 
acquaint them with more recent discoveries in supervisory skills, 
and how to use them for the improvement of instruction. 
Role 9. 
Public relations officer. The respondents were very close 
in their opinions that this role should be part of the supervisor's 
responsibilities with the student teachers indicating it more 
frequently than the other two groups. 
When dealing with public schools, the university supervisor 
should work closely with the public school administration. As a 
public relations officer, he/she should work like a diplomat, 
whose duty it is to portray the image of the university to the out¬ 
side world. He/She should see that a lasting relationship exists 
between the university and the public schools. 
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Summary 
The purpose of the chapter has been to present, analyze, and 
interpret the data gathered in the field of study. A questionnaire 
technique was used to gather the data from three independent groups- 
cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and the student teach¬ 
ers who participated in the study. 
Through the assistance of the SPSS (Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences), each independent group's mean score to each item 
of the instrument was determined. A one-way analysis of variance 
was performed to determine which groups were different from each 
other. Following it was the Kushal-Wallis test which was conducted 
to test for differences in the rankings of the three groups and 
whether the Chi-Square obtained from the comparisons was signifi¬ 
cant at the .01 or .05 level or non-significant. 
The results of the analysis were used to develop nine item 
roles, which the respondents felt should be expected of the uni¬ 
versity supervisor during teachers' field experience in public 
schools. Chapter five presents the summary, conclusions, and 
recommendations based on the findings of this dissertation. 
CHAPTER 5 
Summary, conclusions, and recommendations 
Summary. 
The major purpose of this study was to investigate from 
groups of cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and student 
teachers what roles in their opinions university supervisors should 
play during student teachers' field experiences in public school 
classrooms. In addition, the researcher intended to develop a set 
of roles from the study for university supervisors based on the 
free responses of the research population to the items of the in¬ 
strument being gathered from the data. Further, the researcher in¬ 
tended to suggest what teacher-education institutions could do to 
motivate and prepare university supervisors so that they could 
squarely face the great task of supervising student teachers. 
Finally, it was intended that through this study teacher-edu¬ 
cation institutions and the local boards of education might begin 
to discuss more seriously the following unanswered questions: 
1. What are the most important roles for university supervisors 
during student teachers' field experience? 
2. What are the basic skills for classroom supervision or super¬ 
visory approach university supervisors should possess prior 
to hiring? 
3. What are the most appropriate steps each teacher-education 
institution has to take in order to produce qualified and 
skillful university supervisors? 
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A review of literature relevant to the supervision of student 
teachers seems to express dissatisfaction to the roles university 
supervisors play in supervising student teachers. THe literature 
cites the results of studies which showed the relative impotence of 
university supervisors as compared with cooperating teachers and 
together with the results of their own personal experiences. Lip- 
ton and Lesser (1978) joined many others to advocate the elimination 
of the position of the university supervisors from the student 
teaching process. They have asserted university supervisors have 
little real influence on student teachers and may possibly be a 
disruptive force in the students' progress in learning how to be¬ 
come effective teachers (pp. 57-60). 
In addition, Bowman et al., citing several studies have sug¬ 
gested the stopping of university supervisors from supervising 
student teachers. His reason was based on the rationale that they 
do not have any significant roles to play in the development of 
student teachers. Others like Bowman have gones as far as suggest¬ 
ing complete elimination of university supervisors and assigning 
the supervision of student teachers to cooperating teachers 
(Bennie, 1972; Henry and Beasley, 1975; Patty, 1973; and Spanjer, 
1972). Mills (1980) has also stated that the major reason why uni¬ 
versity supervisors lack the necessary skills to help student 
teachers during their field experiences was lack of formal training 
in supervision (p. 5). 
Procedure. A questionnaire, based on Ralph Linton's Role 
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Definition Instrument, was developed by the investigator and used for 
the study. The questionnaire was composed of two parts. The first 
part consisted of five questions about the personal background and 
demographic information of respondents. The second part consisted 
of forty-four (44) statements to elicit responses regarding what uni¬ 
versity supervisors should do in the areas of planning, observation, 
evaluation, and other activities in order to help produce effective 
teachers. 
The data for this study were drawn from a sample of two hun¬ 
dred and one (201) persons comprising seventy-nine (79) cooperating 
teachers; thirty-seven (37) university supervisors; and eighty-five 
(85) student teachers. That was a total of 80.4 per cent of those 
whom the writer requested to participate in this study. All re¬ 
sponses were coded, key punched, and sent to the University of Mas¬ 
sachusetts Computer Center by a research consultant in the Division 
of Educational Policy Research, and Administration (EPRA) at the 
School of Education, University of Massachusetts at Amherst. 
The statistical procedures employed to analyze the data in¬ 
cluded: (1) measure of frequency distribution, (2) a one-way analysis 
of variance, performed to test for differences between groupd* per¬ 
ception of the importance of each role item, (3) Scheffe Procedure, 
performed to determine which groups were different from each other 
and at what level they were significantly different, (4) Kruskal- 
Wallis Tests, was performed to determine whether the three groups 
significantly differ from each other in their rankings of the role 
items. 
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Findings. With respect to the main objective of this study, 
it was discovered that the data, in general, did not provide some 
support for the contention by some writers to eliminate the position 
of the university supervisor within the framework of teacher educa¬ 
tion. Rather, the data revealed that university supervisors have 
extreme complex roles to play during the field experiences of 
student teachers. In addition, it was found that removing univer¬ 
sity supervisors from the student teacher process would mean that 
the items of roles indicated by respondents in this study either 
would not be done at all, or would be carried out by someone else, 
probably the cooperating teacher or principal. Still, many of the 
roles indicated by the research population require input from some¬ 
one outside the public school setting. 
The first finding shows that each of the three independent 
groups used in this study perceives 'evaluation' of the student 
teacher's university supervisors. This finding is important because 
it is consistent with what is currently happening in teacher pre¬ 
paration programs. The present teacher-education system places 
much emphasis on the evaluation of student teachers' 
field experiences. The second related finding is that the groups 
favor a joint evaluation method. This is a three-person conference 
comprising the cooperating teacher, the university supervisor, and 
the student teacher. This method helps to make the awarding of 
grades to student teachers more democratic. The third related 
finding is that every group's desire is to guide the student teacher 
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toward the goal of self-evaluation. 
The second finding of this study was that there was no sig¬ 
nificant difference of opinions among the groups. However, the dif¬ 
ference that was found shows that a greater number of cooperating 
teachers as well as university supervisors favor 'elimination' more 
than student teachers as the most important role for university super¬ 
visors . 
The third finding of this study indicates that the three in¬ 
dependent groups were in favor of classroom observation. This role 
is very important because it is through it that student teachers know 
how much they can teach, and how much help they need individually. 
The first related finding is the idea of supervisors taking down 
some notes while observing student teachers teach in public schools. 
It is interesting to understand that more student teachers than coop¬ 
erating teachers and university supervisors do not support that idea. 
It is also not surprising to observe why more cooperating teachers 
and university supervisors favor that notes taken during the above 
process should be made available to student teachers thatn the 
students themselves. The second related finding is that the three 
groups agreed that the supervisor should also observe children 
sasigned to the student teacher. This is important because of 
classroom management and discipline. The third related finding is 
making notes taken while the student is teaching available to the 
cooperating teacher. Being the primary supervisor on a daily basis, 
such notes will help him/her to help the student, in personal as 
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well as professional growth. 
The fourth finding of this study is the resource-person 
role. The three independent groups agreed that the university 
supervisor should serve as the Resource Consultant ot the student 
teachers. Their opinions concerning this particular role is im¬ 
portant because they confirm the position of Schultz, Bunker, and 
Rudman on this role (1986, p. 30). A related finding to the re¬ 
source-person role is that the university supervisor should also 
serve as a Resource Person to the cooperating teacher. Although 
there wasno significant differences of opinion among the three 
groups, the student teachers favored it more than the other two 
groups. 
The fifth finding of this study is that the three groups per¬ 
ceived liaison as one of the important roles of the university 
supervisor. There was a significant difference between the cooper¬ 
ating teachers and the student teachers about how each group per¬ 
ceived the importance of this role. However, thisone of the im¬ 
portant roles because relationships will be too impersonal if 
other methods of indirect communications are being used to exe¬ 
cute the student-supervision program. 
The sixth finding is that the groups believe that the total 
teacher training program would be productive only if the university 
supervisor works toward the improvement of the total school program. 
The important part of this is the understanding that the student¬ 
teaching program is a cooperative effort with the university super¬ 
visor functioning as a part of the cooperative team effort. 
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The seventh finding of this study is what seems to be almost 
a unanimous opinion among the groups that one of the roles of the 
university supervisor shold be the placement of student teachers 
to public schools. A related finding to this role is that the 
groups see it as part of the supervisor's responsibilities to assist 
student teachers to adjust to their respective public schools and 
also to the rules and regulations of their university. 
The eights finding of this study centers on the planning of 
units of work as well as lesson plans. The first related finding 
is taht the university supervisor should develop a type of planning 
pattern for the student teachers. A greater number of student 
teachers did not favor it. The second related finding is that the 
university supervisor should help student teachers to plan units 
of work, learn how to develop lesson notes from the units, and fi¬ 
nally, to check the units and lesson plans before any teaching 
could take place. There was no significant difference among 
the groups in their opinions about this role. Some specialists 
in supervision would expect the planning role to have been selected 
earlier than the ones that preceded it because of its unique impor¬ 
tance in the supervision of student teachers. 
The ninth finding of this study rests on the suggestion that 
university supervisors should be helping cooperating teachers to 
develop a type of supervisory skill which they could use to super¬ 
vise and evaluate the student teachers' daily work. This is an¬ 
other role where the responses were almost unanimous among the 
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groups. This role is important because the researcher sees it as 
the role that unfolds the need for university supervisors to undergo 
formal training in supervisory skills. For with such training, they 
can be of help to cooperating teachers as well as student teachers. 
The groups also suggest that the supervisor could accomplish the role 
by conducting inservice programs. 
Finally, the tenth finding of this study indicated that there 
was no significant difference among the three independent groups in 
their ranking of the role items. The minor differences which oc¬ 
curred was not based on the opinions the group had on a role item 
but it was on their perception of the importance of that role item. 
Conclusions 
From the results of the data gathered and analyzed by the 
study procedure, the following conclusions are presented: 
A. The cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and stu¬ 
dent teachers who participated in the study perceive that the fol¬ 
lowing roels should be expected of the university supervisor of 
student teachers during student teaching in order to make their 
field experiences more successful. 
Evaluation. The university supervisor's main objective 
will be to guide the student teacher toward the goal of 
self-evaluation; he/she has to evaluate the activities 
and progress of the student teacher with the cooperating 
teacher as well as the student teacher. 
1. 
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2. Observation. The university supervisor has to observe 
the student teacher teach in a public school classroom. 
He/she should take notes during the observation, and 
should make notes taken available to the cooperating 
teacher as well as the student teacher. The university 
supervisor could also observe children in school situ¬ 
ations inside and outside of the classroom. 
3. Resource person. The university supervisor should serve 
as a resource consultant for the student teacher. 
4. Liaison. The university supervisor serves as the com¬ 
munication link between the university and the public 
school where a student teacher practices teaching. He/ 
she clarifies the obligations of the public school to 
the university, and the university's policies to the 
public school. 
5. Cooperative agent. Since student-teaching supervision 
needs the cooperative endeavor of all those associated 
in its accomplishments, the university supervisor is 
not only a member of the team directly involved, he/she 
should be the agent/leader of the team. 
6. Placement. The university supervisor should be respon¬ 
sible in assigning student teachers to public schools. 
He/she also assists the student teacher to adjust to 
public school policies. 
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7. Planning. The university supervisor should work with the 
university staff in developing the total teacher training 
program. He/she should also study the student teacher's 
units and daily lesson plans, and should be willing to 
help any student ignorant of this process. 
8. Helping relationship. The university supervisor should 
help acquaint cooperating teachers with new research de¬ 
velopments and supervisory skills for the efficient dis¬ 
charge of their duties with student teachers in public 
schools. Such help could take place through seminars 
and inservice trainings for staff development specially 
for cooperating teachers. 
B. Sex, professional positions, years of service, academic posi¬ 
tions, and types of school setting appear to have little or no in¬ 
fluence on the roles expected of the university supervisor during 
student teaching practices in public elementary schools. 
C. All the cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and 
student teachers who participated in the study did so of their own 
free will. There was no form of outside pressure on them to par¬ 
ticipate in the survey, and no influence on their responses to the 
role items. 
Finally, there are no evidence from this study that the super¬ 
visory services of university supervisors are unwanted during field 
experiences of student teachers. Rather, the complex nature of the 
roles university supervisors are supposed to play during student 
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teaching is very outstanding. In some cases the roles suggested 
by respondents require good knowledge of clinical supervisory 
skills. 
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A Commentary on the study. it could be recalled that the ques¬ 
tionnaire used for this study was subdivided into four subsections: 
1) Planning, 2) Observation, 3) Evaluation, and 4) Additional Acti¬ 
vities, according to order of importance (Appendix II). By using 
this format, the researcher is aware of the fact that if supervision 
is to be effective, planning for what is to be taught, observing 
what is beng taught, and evaluating what has been taught cannot be 
separated from one another. The importance of the three subsections 
in the process of student-teacher-supervision cannote be under¬ 
estimated. 
The reaction from the three independent groups surveyed, with 
regard to the three subsections of the questionnaire came out this 
way: 1) Evaluation, 2) Observation, 3) Planning. The researcher 
sees the responses as unusual. However, they portray a time picture 
of the present system of student teacher supervision in public ele¬ 
mentary schools. 
According to Sturges (1979), there was a general agreement anong 
districtwide administrators, principals, teachers, and national or¬ 
ganization executives that teaching experience should be required 
of all student teachers; and that clinical supervision should be a 
part of the preparation program (pp. 586-589). Despite that agree¬ 
ment, many teacher education institutions have continued to engage 
administrative instructional supervisors rather than consultative 
instructional supervisors as university supervisors of student 
teachers. When the administrative instructional supervisors go to 
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public schools, they lay much emphasis on summative evaluation 
rather than formative evaluation. They end up supervising student 
teachers for the purpose of grades instead of supervising student 
teaching for the purpose of improving the student teachers' class¬ 
room performances. This is evidenced by the results of this sur¬ 
vey. 
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Recommendations. 
The recommendations of the study fall into two categories: 
1* Suggestions that are aimed at assisting teacher-education 
institutions on what to do for university supervisors in 
order to provide them the needed training in clinical super¬ 
visory skills with which to face with confidence the task 
of supervising field experience student teachers. 
2. Suggestions for further research in other related areas. 
Recommendations to teacher-education institutions. The ideas 
and suggestions of the researcher are neither those of an outsider 
nor an insider critic of the teacher-education system. Rather, 
they are completely based on the findings and conclusions of this 
study. The researcher, therefore recommends that teacher educa¬ 
tion institutions with the approval of the state department of 
education, and school districts should do the following: 
1. develop a training program under which university super¬ 
visors could be taught how to use the clinical supervisory 
model. (See Fig . 1). 
2. make the training program a prerequisite for hiring those who 
supervise future student teachers; 
3. provide similar training opportunities to cooperating 
teachers by means of seminars, workshops, and mservice 
training programs; 
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4. introduce a six-year teacher education program that will 
begin in the undergraduate years and continue two years 
after the completion of undergraduate work. Hopefully, 
such a program will provide superior preparation for future 
university supervisors. 
Recommendations for future research. Based on the observa¬ 
tions of the researcher, further studies are warranted in several 
areas related to the supervision of student teachers. The recommen¬ 
dations include: 
1. An investigation of the role expectations of cooperating 
teachers as viewed by student teachers, university super¬ 
visors, and cooperating teachers. 
2. An exploration of role expectations for student teachers: 
views of prospective student teachers, cooperating teach¬ 
ers, and university supervisors. 
3. An investigation of the roles to be expected of teacher- 
education institutions to give student-teacher supervision 
more incentive. 
A survey of the roles to be expected of principals of ele¬ 
mentary schools: views of student teachers, cooperating 
teachers, and university supervisors. 
4. 
APPENDIX 1 
THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
(FIRST DRAFT) 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: THE ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF A 
SUPERVISOR OF STUDENT TEACHING 
Pastor Apollos N. Ihedigbo 
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THE ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF A SUPERVISOR 
OF STUDENT TEACHING 
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This questionnaire is aimed at collecting information on 
The Role Expectations of a Supervisor of Student Teaching." On 
the line right of each of the items, five possible reponses have 
been suggested. Please indicate your opinion regarding what should 
be expected of a supervisor of student teaching by circling the 
letter/letters from the following: 
1) SA = Strongly Agree 
2) A = Agree 
3) D = Disagree 
4) SD = Strongly Disagree 
5) NO = No Opinion 
This survey is designed in a way that insures anonymity. 
Returns therefore cannot be related to the respondents. 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT 
RESPONSES 
12 3 4 5 
PLANNING The Supervisor of 
student teachinq: 
1 - should develop a 
planning format for 
the student teacher. 
SA A D SD NO 
2 - should work with 
- the student teacher 
in planninq a unit. 
SA A D SD NO 
3 - should work with 
the student teacher 
in developing les¬ 
son plans 
SA A D SD NO 
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Questionnaire: The Role Expectations of a Supervisor of Student 
Teaching, PAGE 2 
ITEMS # AREA COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
------1 2 3 4 5 
3 
- should work with the 
student teacher in SA A D SD NO 
developing lesson 
plans. 
4 
- should go through the 
student teacher's SA A D SD NO 
daily plans and units 
of work 
5 
- should work with 
cooperating teacher SA A D SD NO 
in planninq unit. 
6 
- should study the 
cooperating teacher's SA A D SD NO 
units and daily Dlans 
PLANNING The College Supervisor: 
7 
- should conduct coop¬ 
erating planning ses¬ 
sions with the cooper-SA A D SD NO 
ative and the student 
teachers. 
8 - should be allowed to 
conduct cooperative SA A D SD NO 
planninq sessions. 
9 - should also conduct 
inservice planning 
sessions with the SA A D SD NO 
cooperating school 
principal.- 
10 - should visit the 
classrooms where 
the student teacher 
practices frequently SA A D SD NO 
enough to become ac¬ 
cepted by the student 
the cooperating teacher 
and the pupils.__ 
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Questionnaire: The Role Expectations of A Supervisor of Student 
Teaching, PAGE 3 
ITEMS # AREA COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
OBSERVATION The College Supervisor: 
11 
- should visit each 
student assigned to 
him thirteen one- 
hour times in a 
semester of 14 
weeks. 
SA A D SD NO 
12 
- should use 10 out 
of the 13 visits to 
observe each student 
teacher's classroom 
performances. 
SA A D SD NO 
13 - shculd observe 
children in the 
classroom assigned 
to the student 
teacher. 
SA A D SD NO 
14 - should hold at 
least 10 conferences 
with the student 
teacher during a 
semester of student 
teachinq. 
SA A D SD NO 
15 - should hold at least 
3 (initial, middle 
and final) meetings 
with the student and 
cooperating teacher 
durinq a semester. 
SA A D SD NO 
16 - should observe the 
cooperating teacher 
teach before the 
placement of the 
student teacher. 
SA A D SD NO 
17 - should also observe 
the cooperating 
teacher during the 
period of student 
teaching. 
SA A D SD NO 
Questionnaire: The Role Expectation of A Supervisor of 
Student Teaching, PAGE 4 
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ITEMS # AREA COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
------1 2 3 4 5 
OBSERVATION The College Supervisor: 
- should take notes 
while the cooper¬ 
ating teacher is SA A D SD NO 
teaching. 
- if notes are taken. 
should make them 
available to the 
cooperating teacher. 
SA A D SD NO 
20 
- if notes are taken, 
should make them 
available to the 
building principal 
SA A D SD NO 
21 
- should take notes 
while the student 
teacher is teaching. 
SA A D SD NO 
22 - if notes are taken, 
should make them 
available to the 
student. 
SA A D SD NO 
23 - if notes are taken, 
should make them 
available to the 
cooperating teacher 
SA A D SD NO 
24 - if notes are taken, 
should make them 
available to the 
building principal 
SA A D SD NO 
25 - should observe other 
members of the coop- SA A D SD NO 
erating school faculty 
for the purpose of 
choosing cooperating 
teachers. 
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Questionnaire: 
The Role Expectations of A Supervisor of 
Student Teaching, PAGE 5 
ITEMS # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
1 2 3 4 
EVALUATION The College Supervisor: 
26 
- should encourage daily 
formative evaluation 
of the student teach- SA A D SD NO 
er's work by the coop¬ 
erating teacher 
27 
- should assume total 
responsibility of SA A D SD NO 
evaluating the 
student teacher. 
28 
- should share the 
responsibility of 
evaluating the 
student teacher SA A D SD NO 
with the student 
teacher. 
29 
- should share the 
responsibility of 
evaluating the 
student teacher 
with the cooperating SA A D SD NO 
teacher and the 
student teacher. 
30 - should designate the 
total responsibility 
of evaluating the SA A D SD NO 
student teacher 
to the cooperating 
teacher. 
31 - should use the evalu¬ 
ation format designed 
and made available SA A D SD NO 
by the university 
Questionna ire: 
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The Role Expectations of A Supervisor of 
Student Teaching, PAGE 6 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT 
1 2 
RESPONSES 
3 4 5 
EVALUATION The College Supervisor: 
32 
- should use the evalu- 
tion format prepared 
either by the cooper- SA A 
ating school or the 
school district. 
D SD NO 
33 
- should design the 
evaluation format by SA A 
himself/herself. 
D SD NO 
34 
- should evaluate the 
cooperating tacher's SA A 
work. 
D SD NO 
35 - should make a copy 
of the evaluation 
of the cooperating SA A D SD NO 
teacher available 
to the cooperating 
 teacher. 
36 - should make a copy 
of the evaluation 
of the cooperating SA A D SD NO 
teacher available 
to the building 
principal 
37 - should guide the stu¬ 
dent teacher toward SA A D SD NO 
the goal of self 
evaluation .  
ADDITIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 
- should help the coop¬ 
erating teacher to 
develop the clinical 
supervisory skills 
38 
38 Continued lie needs for class¬ 
room observation of 
the student teacher. 
SA A I) 
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SD NO 
- should act as liaison 
between the university 
and the cooperating SA A D SD NO 
public school. 
- should act as liaison 
between student and 
the cooperating SA A D SD NO 
teacher. 
- should play active 
part in the place- 
ment of students to 
public school lo¬ 
cations 
SA A D SD NO 
42 
- should assist the 
student teacher in 
adjusting to public 
school and univer¬ 
sity. 
SA A D SD NO 
43 
- should serve the 
student teacher 
as resource con¬ 
sultant . 
SA A D SD NO 
44 - should serve as re¬ 
source consultant to SA A D SD NO 
the cooperating 
teacher.  
45 - should serve as 
resource consultant SA A D SD NO 
for all teachers in 
the cooperating 
school. 
46 - should conduct 
student-teaching SA A D SD NO 
in-service program. 
47 - should work with 
the university staff 
in developing the to- SA A D SD NO 
tal teacher training 
program. 
Questionnaire: 
The Role Expectations of A Supervisor of 
Student Teaching, Page 8 
14b 
ITEM # AREA COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
-----1 2 3 4 5 
ADDITIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 
44 
- should serve as re¬ 
source consultant 
to the cooperating 
teacher. 
SA A D SD NO 
45 
- should serve as re¬ 
source consultant 
for all teachers in 
the cooperating 
school. 
SA A D SD NO 
46 
- should conduct 
student teaching 
inservice proqram. 
SA A D SD NO 
47 
- should work with the 
university staff SA A D SD NO 
in developing the 
total teacher training 
program. 
48 
- should attend faculty 
meetings in the coop¬ 
erating public school 
SA A D SD NO 
49 - should work towards 
the improvement 
of the total school 
program. 
SA A D SD NO 
50 - should ask the build¬ 
ing principal to 
deputize him during 
his off-days. 
SA A D SD NO 
APPENDIX II 
(THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT USED) 
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Srfw//yrA6 0/002 
/ 
J-l North Village Apartments 
Amherst, MA 01002 
November 23, 1985 
Dear Educator: 
Please excuse some of your time to respond to the attached 
survey instrument. I am currently a doctoral candidate in the 
Division of Educational Policy, Research and Administration 
(EPRA) at the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. I am 
conducting a survey on the roles of a university supervisor 
during the student teacher's field experiences. 
The purpose of the survey is to obtain your opinion on what 
should be expected of a university supervisor of the student 
teacher during student teaching. As a person who works (has 
worked) closely with a university supervisor, your responses to 
the questions will play a significant part in the efforts to 
improve the supervision of student teachers. 
The survey is subdivided into two parts. Part I deals with 
the self-identification of each of the respondents. Part II 
consists of forty-three designated items which could be 
expected of a university supervisor. Please respond to all 
items. Your responses are important for a successful analysis 
of this survey. 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Ap 
Do 
University ot Massacnusen.^ 
at Amherst 
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QUESTIONNAIRE: ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
SUPERVISOR OF STUDENT TEACHERS 
Prepared by: 
Pastor Apollos N. Ihedigbo 
November 1985 
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PART I 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
This section provides information for the self- 
identification of each of the incumbents to be 
involved in this study. 
Directions: Please read each question carefully, then 
mark an X on the answer space more appropriate 
to you. 
1. What is your sex? 
<!> Male_ (2) Female 
2. What professional position do you currently hold? 
(1) Principal/Director_ 
(2) Cooperating/Head Teacher 
(3) University Supervisor_ 
(4) Student Teacher 
3. How long have you been in the position indicated in #2 above 
0-4 years_ 
5-9 years_ 
10 - 14 years_ 
Over 15 years_ 
Pre-practicum student_ 
Practicum student 
4. What is your academic position? 
(1) Undergraduate_ 
(2) Graduate_ 
(3) Bachelor's Degree 
(4) Master's Degree 
(5) Doctoral Degree_ 
5. What type of school setting have you associated yourself? 
(1) Urban_ 
(2) Suburban 
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PART II 
ROLE EXPECTATIONS OF THE UNIVERSITY 
SUPERVISOR OF STUDENT TEACHERS 
INSTRUCTORS: On the line right of each of the items, 
please indicate your opinion with regard to what should be 
the expectation of a university supervisor by circling the 
letter corresponding to one of the following statements. 
A = Absolutely Must 
B = Preferably Should 
C = No Answer 
D = Preferably Should Not 
E = Absolutely Must Not 
EXAMPLE: If you feel that a particular item represents a 
function that a university supervisor of student teachers 
absolutely must be expected to perform, you have to make a 
circle around the A. On the other hand, if an item repre¬ 
sents a function you, the university supervisor of student 
teachers, absolutely must not be expected to perform, you 
have to circle the letter E. Please respond to all items. 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
6 PLANNING - The university supervi¬ 
sor of student teachers: 
- develop a planning 
model for the student 
teachers A B C D E 
7 - work with student 
teachers in planning 
units of work A B C D E 
8 - work with student 
teachers in develop¬ 
ing lesson plans A B C D E 
- check the student 
teachers' daily 
plans and units of 
work A B C D E 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of the University PAGE 2 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely 
B = Preferably 
C = No Answer 
Must D = Preferably 
Should E = Absolutely 
Should Not 
Must Not 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
10 PLANNING work with cooperating 
teachers in planning 
a unit A B C D E 
11 — study the cooperating 
teachers' units and 
daily plans A B C D E 
12 conduct cooperative 
planning sessions 
with cooperating tea¬ 
chers and student 
teachers ABODE 
13 also conduct inservice 
planning sessions with 
the cooperating school 
principal ABODE 
14 OBSERVATION The university supervisor 
of student teachers: 
— 
observe children in 
classrooms assigned to 
student teacher ABODE 
15 observe cooperating 
teachers teach before 
the placement of 
student teachers ABODE 
16 also observe cooperat¬ 
ing teachers teach 
during the period of 
student teaching ABODE 
17 - take notes while the 
cooperating teachers 
are teaching ABODE 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of; the University PAGE 3 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely Must D = Preferably Should Not 
B = Preferably Should E = Absolutely Must Not 
C = No Answer 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
OBSERVATION The university supervisor 
of student teachers: 
18 
- makes the notes while 
the cooperating tea¬ 
chers teaching avail¬ 
able to the cooperating 
teachers A B C D E 
19 - make the notes taken 
while the cooperating 
teachers are teaching 
available to the prin¬ 
cipal A B C D E 
20 - take notes while the 
student teachers are 
teaching A B C D E 
21 - make those notes 
available to the stu¬ 
dent teachers con¬ 
cerned A B C D E 
22 - make the notes avail¬ 
able to the cooperating 
teachers as well A B C D E 
23 - make the notes avail¬ 
able to the building 
principal A B C D E 
24 - observe other members 
of the cooperating 
school faculty for the 
purpose of choosing 
cooperating teachers A B C D E 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of the University PAGE 4 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely 
B = Preferably 
C = No Answer 
Must D = Preferably 
Should E = Absolutely 
Should Not 
Must Not 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
25 EVALUATION 
encourage daily eval¬ 
uation of the student 
teachers' work by the 
cooperating teacher A B C D E 
26 — assume total respon¬ 
sibility of evaluating 
the student teachers A B C D E 
27 share the responsibil¬ 
ity of evaluating the 
student teachers with 
the student teachers 
themselves A B C D E 
28 share the responsibil¬ 
ity of evaluating the 
student teachers with 
the cooperating tea¬ 
chers and the student 
teachers A B C D E 
29 designate the total 
responsibility of eval¬ 
uating the students to 
the cooperating teachers A B C D E 
30 use the evaluation for¬ 
mat designed and made 
available by the univer¬ 
sity A B C D E 
31 use the evaluation for¬ 
mat prepared either by 
the cooperating school 
or the school district A B C D E 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of the University PAGE 5 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely Must D = Preferably Should Not 
B = Preferably Should E = Absolutely Must Not 
C = No Answer 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
32 EVALUATION The university supervisor 
of student teachers: 
- design the evaluation 
format by himself A B C D E 
33 
- evaluate the cooperat¬ 
ing teachers' work A B C D E 
34 - make a copy of the 
evaluation of the 
cooperating teachers 
available to the coop¬ 
erating teachers A B C D E 
35 - make a copy of the 
evaluation of the 
cooperating teachers 
available to the 
building principal A B C D E 
36 - guide the student 
teacher toward the goal 
of self-evaluation A B C D E 
37 - help the cooperating 
teachers to develop 
the clinical supervis¬ 
ion skills they need 
for daily evaluation 
of the student teachers' 
classroom performance A B C D E 
38 ADDITIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 
- act as liaison between 
the university and the 
cooperating public 
school A B C D E 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of the University PAGE 6 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely Must D = Preferably Should Not 
B = Preferably Should E = Absolutely Must Not 
C = No Answer 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
39 ADDITIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 
- act as liaison between 
students and the coop¬ 
erating teachers A B C D E 
40 
- assist the student 
teachers in their 
placement to public 
school locations A B C D E 
41 - assist the student 
teachers in adjusting 
to public school and 
university policies A B C D E 
42 - serve the student 
teachers as a resource 
consultant ABODE 
43 - serve as resource 
consultant to the 
cooperating teachers A B C D E 
44 - serve as resource 
consultant for all 
teachers in the coop¬ 
erating schools A B C D E 
45 - conduct student- 
teachers' in-service 
programs ABODE 
46 - work with the uni¬ 
versity staff in de¬ 
veloping total teacher 
training program ABODE 
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Questionnaire: Role Expectations of the University PAGE 7 
Supervisor of Student Teachers 
A = Absolutely 
B = Preferably 
C = No Answer 
Must D = Preferably 
Should E = Absolutely 
Should Not 
Must Not 
ITEM # AREAS COVERED STATEMENT RESPONSES 
47 ADDITIONAL 
ACTIVITIES 
attend faculty meet¬ 
ings in the cooperat¬ 
ing public school A B C D E 
48 
— work towards the im¬ 
provement of the 
total school program A B C D E 
49 ask the building 
principal to substi¬ 
tute him/her during 
his/her absence A B C D E 
APPENDIX III 
(PERMISSION TO USE AMHERST PUBLIC 
SCHOOL TEACHERS FOR THE STUDY) 
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the public schools 
OF AMHERST, MASSACHUSETTS 
School Administration Offices 
Chestnut Street 
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 
Apollos N. Ihedigbo 
217 University Apartments 
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002 
Dear Mr. Ihedigbo: 
This letter will verify that you submitted the enclosed forms to the 
Amherst Public Schools and received approval for the distribution of research 
questionnaires related to your doctoral dissertation. 
Sincerely, 
Ronald Bell 
Assistant Superintendent 
RB: js 
Enclosure 
159 
Bibliography 
Acheson, K.A. and Gall, m.D. Techniques in the Clinical Supervision 
of Teachers. New York: Longmans Inc., 1980. 
Alfonso, Robert J.; Firth, Gerald R.; and Neville, Richard F. In- 
structional Supervision. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 
1981. 
Alvermann, D.E. "The possible Vlaue of Dissonance in Student Teach¬ 
ing Experiences" Journal of Teacher Edcation, 1981, 32(3), 
24-25. 
Anderson, R.N. "Creating a Future for Supervision,"1982 ASCD Year¬ 
book . ALexandria: ASCD Publications, 1982. 
Anderson, R.N.; Goldhammer, R. and Krajewski, R.J. Clinical Super¬ 
vision: Special Methods for the Supervision of Teachers. 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1980. 
Andrews, O.L. "A Curriculum to Produce Career Teachers for the 
1980s." Theory Into Practice, December 1967, 6 (5), 236-435 
Andrews, O.L. Student Teaching. New York: The Center for Applied 
Research in Education, Inc., 1964. 
Appignani, G. Perspectives on Policy Development for Teacher Educa¬ 
tion. In G. Appignani (Ed.), Policy for the Education of 
Educators: Issues and Implications. Washington, D.C.: AACTE 
1981, 126-140. 
Applegate, Jane H. and Lasley, Thomas J. "Cooperating Teachers' Pro¬ 
blems with Preservice Field Experience Students," Journal of 
Teacher Education, March-April, V01. 33, 1982, p. 16. 
Argyris, C. Intervention Theory and Method. Reading, MAss: Addison- 
Wesley, 1970. 
Armentrout, Winfield D. The Conduct of Student Teaching in State_ 
Teachers colleges. Greeley, Colo.: Colorado State Teachers 
College, 1927. 
Association of Teacher Educators. Guidelines to Clinical Experience^ 
Washington D.C.: Author, 1973. 
Becker, H.S.; Geer, B.; Hughes, E.C., and Strauss, A.L. Boys in White, 
Chicago: Univeristy of Chicago Press, 1961. 
160 
161 
BelIon, Jerry J.; Eaker, Robert R.; Jones, 
James 0. Classroom Supervision and 
Synergetic Process. Dubuque, Iowa: 
pany, 1976. 
Richard V. Jr.; and Huffman, 
Instructional Improvement: A 
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Com- 
Benne, K.D. "Leaders Are Made, Not 
Washington, D.C.; National 
Born," Leadership in Action. 
Training Laboratories, 1961. 
Bennie, William A. "The Prologue of the Past," 
Education, Summer 1978, 1(1), 3-7. 
Action in Teacher 
Bloom, B.S. "The New Direction in Educational Research: Alternative 
Variables," Phi Delta Kappan 61. 
Blumberg, A. gupervisors and Teachers: A Private Cold War 2nd edition 
Berkeley: McCutchan Publishing Company, 1974. 
Borg, Walter R. and Gall, Meredith D. Educational Research: An Intro¬ 
duction , 4th ed. New York: Longman, Inc., 1983. 
Bowman, Novy "Student Teacher Supervision Practices and Policies," 
Action in Teacher Education, Summer 1978, 1(1) 62-65. 
_i "College Supervision of Student Teaching: A Time to Re¬ 
consider," Journal of Teacher Education, May-June 1979, 30(3) 
29-30. 
Buchele, Robert B. The Management of Business and Public Organization. 
New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1979. 
Burke, R.L. "Improving Instruction with Management by Objectives and 
Clinical Supervision," Contemporary Education 49, 1977. 
Bush, R. "Redesigning Teacher Education," The National Commission for 
Teacher Education and Professional Standard. Washington D.C.: 
National Education, 1968. 
Calfee, R. "Cognitive Psychology and Educational Practice." In Review 
of Research in Education 9, pp. 3-74. Edited by D.C. Berliner. 
Washington, D.C.: American Educational Research Association, 
1981. 
Cohn, M. "A New Supervision Model for Linking Theory to Practice." 
Journal of Teacher Education, 1981, 32 (3) 26-30. 
Cogan, M.L. "Clinical Supervision by Groups," The college Supervisor 
(Association for Student Teaching). Dubuque, Iowa: W.C. 
Brown, Inc., 1964 . 
162 
-* — _Supervision . Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
Company, 1973. 
-. "Rationale for Clinical Supervision," Journal of Re¬ 
search and Development in Education. 9, 2 (1976): 3-19. 
Commager, H.S. "Public Responsibility and the Educational Enter¬ 
prise," The National Elementary Principal. 54, 5 (1975)* 
6-15. 
Conant, J. The Education of American Teachers. New York: McGraw 
Hill Book Company, 1963. 
Copeland, Willis D.; and Boyan, Norman J. "Training in Instruc¬ 
tional Supervision: Improving the Influence of the Coop¬ 
erating Teacher," In Ruth Hedelbach (Ed.), "Developing 
Supervisory Practice." Washington D.C.: Association of 
Teacher Education, 1975. 
Dewey, J. "The Relations of Theory to Practice in Education." In 
R.D. Archambault (Ed.), "John Dewey on Education, Selected 
Writings." New York: The Modern Library, 1964. (Reprinted 
from National Society for the Scientific Study of Education, 
Third Yearbook, Part 1. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
1904) . 
Dewey, J. The Relation of Theory to Practice in Education. Third 
Yearbook of the National Society of Scientific Study of 
Education. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1904. 
Reprinted in : The Relation of Theory to Practice in Edu¬ 
cation, Cedar Falls, Iowa: The Association for Student 
Teaching, 1962. 
Dillman, Don A. Male Telephone Surveys. New York: John Wiley and 
Company, 1978 
Doyle, Watts. "Can Campus-Based Preservice Teacher Education Sur¬ 
vive?" Journal of Teacher Education. Jan-Feb, 1982, Vol. 
33, #1, pp. 50-53. 
Edelfelt, R. Rethinking the Role and Function of the School of 
Education. Alternative Images of the Future: Scenarios 
for Education and the Preparation of Teachers Conference 
Proceedings. Cedar Falls, Iowa: University of Northern 
Iowa, 1979. 
Edgar, D.E. "Affective Relationships in Teacher Supervision" Journal 
nf Teacher Education. May-June 1983, V01. 24: 14-18. 
163 
Egbert, Robert L. "The Practice of Preservice Teacher Education" 
Journal of Teacher Education. Jan-Feb, 1985 p. 17. 
Emans, Robert "Implementing the Knowledge Base: Redesigning the 
Functions of Cooperating Teachers and College Supervisors. 
Journal of Teacher Education. May-June 1983, Vol. 24: 
14-18. 
Fenstermacher, G.D. "A Philosophical Consideration of Recent Re¬ 
searcher on Teacher Effectiveness," Review of Research in 
Education. 6 (1978): 157-186. 
Frymier, J.R. "Supervision and the Motivational Dilemma," Journal 
of Research and Development in Education 9, 2 (1976): 36-46 
Gallagher, Thomas H.; Romano, Anthony W.; Sunflower, Cherlyn; and 
Shepherd Gene "A Three Role Group Clinical Supervision System 
for Student Teaching" Journal of Teacher Education, March- 
April, 1983 Vol. xxxiv Number 2. 
Garland, Colden. Guiding Clinical Experiences in Teacher Education. 
New York: Longman, Inc., 1982. 
George, Kyte C. How to Supervise, Boston. Houghton Mifflin Company, 
1930. 
George, P. Teacher Education: 1984 and 2001. Alternative Images of 
the Future: Scenarios for Education and the Preparation for 
Teachers. Conference Proceedings. Cedar Falls, Iowa: Uni¬ 
versity of Northern Iowa, 1979, 54-68. 
Glassberg, S.; and Sprinthall, N.A. "Student Teaching: A Developmental 
Approach." Journal of Teacher Education, 1980, 31 (2), 31-38. 
Glanz, Jeffrey "A Historicism and School Supervision: Notes Toward a 
History" In Readings in Educational Supervision, ASCD Publi¬ 
cations, 1982. 
Glatthorn, Allan A. Differential Supervision. Alexandria ASCD Publi¬ 
cations, 1984. 
Goldhammer, R. Clinical Supervision Special Methods for the Supervision 
of Teachers. New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1969. 
Goldhammer, R.; Anderson, Robert H.; and Krajewski, Robert J. Clinical, 
Supervision: Special Methods for the Supervision of Teachers^. 
2nd ed. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1980. 
164 
Goldstein, W. "An Enlightened Approach to Supervising Teachers." 
Clearing House 46 (1972): 391-4. 
Graybeal, W. Teacher Supply and Demand in Public Schools, 1979. 
NEA Research Memo. Washington, D.C. National Education 
Association, 1980. 
Gross, Neal; Mason, Ward S.; and McEachern, Alexandria W. Explor¬ 
ation of Role Analysis. New York: John Wiley and Sons, 
Inc., 1964. 
Gwyn, J.M. Theory and Practice of Supervisor. New York: Dodd, 
Mead and Company, 1961. 
Haines, Aleyne C. Guiding the Student Teaching Process. Chicago: 
Rand McNally and Company, 1960. 
Harris, B.M. "Supervisor Competence and Strategies for Improving 
Instruction,” Educational Leadership 33 (Feb. 1976): 332- 
35. 
Heichberger, R.L., and Young, J.M. "Teacher's Perceptions fo an 
Effective School Supervision and Evaluation Programs." 
Phi Delta Kappan 57 (1975): 210. 
Hoy, W.K. "Organizational Socialization: The Student Teacher and 
Pupil Control Ideology" Journal of Educational Research, 
1967, 61 (4), 153-155. 
Hooper, D., Johnston, T. "Teaching Practice: Training or Social 
Control." Education for Teaching, 1973, 92, 25-30. 
Howsam, R., Corrigan, D., Denemark, G., and Nash, R. Educating a 
Profession, Washingotn, D.C. American Association of 
Colleges for Teacher Education, 1976. 
Howey, K.R. "Preservice Teacher Education: Lost in the Shuffle? 
Journal of Teacher Education, 1977, 28 (6), 26-28. 
Inlow, Gail M. "The Complex Role of the College Supervisor," 
Educational Research Bulletin, January 1956, 10-17. 
iannacone, L. "Student Teaching: A Transitional Stage in the Making 
of a Teacher. Theory into Practice, 1963, 2, 73-80. 
Isaac, S. and Michael, W. Handbook in Research and Evaluation 
Diego: Edits Publishers, 1971. 
San 
165 
James, Richard; and Brown, Ray (Eds.), EMerging Concepts for Col¬ 
laboration: Selected papers (ATE) Bulletin 40 Washington, 
D.C. Association of Teacher Educatiors. 1975. 
Johnson, James A., and Perry FLoyd. The Supervision of Clinical 
Experience in Teacher Education. Dubuque: Kendall Hunt 
Publishing Company, 1974. 
Joyce, B.; Yarger, S., and Howey, K. Preservice Teacher Education, 
Palo Alto: Center for Educational Research, Stanford Uni¬ 
versity, 1977. 
Kaltsounis, T., and Nelson, J.L. "The mythology of Student Teaching" 
Journal of Teacher Education. 1968, 19(3), 277-281. 
Kaplan, Leonard An Investigation of the Role Expectations for 
College Supervisors. Dissertation Abstracts, 1967, 28, 
517 (University Microfilms Number 67-8985). 
Kerber, James E, and Protheroe, Donald W. "Guiding the Student 
Teaching Experience in Cooperative Structure." (ATE Bul¬ 
letin 33) Washington, D.C.: Association of Teacher Edu¬ 
cators , 1973 
Kerlinger, Fred N. Foundations of Behavioral Research 2nd Ed^_ 
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973. 
Kilgore, A.M. Pilot project shows definite link between pre, in- 
service education. Journal of Teacher Education. 1979, 
30(4), N-12. 
Kluender, M.M., and Egbert, R.L. "The status of American Teacher 
Education" (Draft Report). Washington, D.C.: Nationla 
Institue of Education, 1983. 
Knezevich, Stephen J. Administration of Public Education. New 
York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1975. 
Krajewski, Robert. "Improving School University Relationships," 
Educational Leadership, Vol. 42, #7, April 1985. 
Kute, G.C. How to Teach, Boston; Houghton Mifflin Company, 1930. 
Krey, R.D.; Netzer, L.A.; and Eye, G.G. "Assumptions Supporting 
Structure in Clinical Supervision," Contemporary Education 
49, 1977. 
Lamb, Pose The Student Teaching Process in Elementary Schools, 
Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1965. 
166 
Lieberman. Myron Education as n Pmfnccinn 
New Jersey Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1956. 
Englewood Cliffs, 
Lindbloom, C.E. and Cohen, D.K 
Yale University Press, 
Usable Knowledge 
1979. 
(New Haven: 
Lipke, B:S. "Give Your (Student) Teachers a Break," Journal of 
Teacher Education. 1979, 30 (2), 31-34. 
Lipton, A.; and Lesser, E. "Teacher Training at Story Brook: A 
Model for Conflict. Journal of Teacher Education. 197R 
29 (6), 57-60. ' 
Lortie, D.C. School-Teacher: A Sociological Study. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1975. 
Lucio, William H., and McNeil, John D. Supervision: A Synthesis 
of Thought and Action, (1st ed.) New York: McGraw Hill 
Book Company, Inc., 1962. 
-• and _• Supervision in Thought and Action. New 
York: McGraw-Hill, Inc., 1979. 
Lyons, G. "Why Teachers Can’t Teach," Texas Monthly. September, 
1979123-129, 208-22-. 
McCaleb, J.L. On Reconciling Dissonance Between Preparation and 
Practice. Journal of Teacher Education, 1979, 30 (4), 50- 
53. 
McDonald, F.J. "Research and Development Strategies for Improving 
Teacher Education.Journal of Teacher Education, 1977, 28 (6) 
29-33 . 
McGee, J.C. and Eaker, R. "Clinical Supervision and Teacher Anxiety: 
A College Approach to J;he Problem," Contemporary Education. 
49, 1977. 
McGreal, Thomas L. Successful Teacher Evaluation. Alexandria, Vir¬ 
ginia: ASCD Publications, 1983. 
McKean, R.C. and Mills, H.H. The Supervisor. Washington, D.C.: 
The Center for Applied Research in Education, Inc., 1964. 
Meyer, Lawrence S. and Grossen, Neal E. Behavioral Research: Theory, 
Procedure and Design. San Francisco: W.H. Freeman and 
Company, 1974. 
Monson, Jay A., and Bebb, Aldon, M. "New Roles for the Supervisor 
of Student Teaching," from Selected Readings and Sources. 
Dubuque, Iowa: Kendall-Hunt Publishing Company, 1974. 
167 
Mooney, Edward S. (Jr.) An Analysis of the Supervision of Student 
Teaching. New York: Bureau of Publications Teachers Col¬ 
lege, Columbia University, 1937. 
Mosher, Ralph L., and Purpel, D.E. Supervision: The Reluctant Pro¬ 
fession. Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1972. 
Munnelly, F.J. "Teacher-Supervisor Conflicts and the Issue of Aca¬ 
demic Freedom," Educational Leadership, 27 (1970): 673-77. 
Neagley, Ross L., and Evans, N. Dean. Handbook for Effective Super¬ 
vision of Instruction. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1970. 
O'Hanlon, J. "Organizing a College of Education," Journal of Teacher 
Education, 1976, 27 (2), 132-135 
Peck, R.F. and Tucker, J.A. Research on Teacher Education. In R.M.W. 
Travers (Ed.), Second Handbook of Research on Teaching, Chicago: 
Rand McNally, 1973. 
Peseau, B., and Orr, P. "The Outrageous Underfunding of Teacher 
Education," Phi Delta Kappan, 1980, 62, (2), pp. 100-102. 
Peterson, P.L. "Direct Instruction Reconsidered," in Research on 
Teaching and Concepts, Findings and Implications, ed. P.L. 
Peterson and H.J. Walberg (Berkeley, Calif.: McCutchan, 1979), 
pp. 57-60 
Purpel, David E. "Student Teaching," The Journal of Teacher Education. 
VOL. XVIII, Number I, Spring 1967. 
Russell, Doug and Hunter, Madelaine. Planning for Effective Instruc¬ 
tion (Lesson Design) Los Angeles: University Elementary School 
1980. 
Ryan, K. "Supervision for a New Era," Contemporary Psychology 16,1971 
Sarbin, Theodore R. "Role Theory," in Gardner Lindzey (Editor), Hand^ 
book of Social Psychology, Vol. 1 Cambridge: Addison-Wesley 
Publishing Company, 1954. 
Schultz, Klaus; Bunker, Mason R.; and Rudman, Marsha —Handbook for 
Preparation and Practicum. Amherst, University of Massa¬ 
chusetts, 1986. 
Segars, J.K.; Huitt 
Classroom: 
iation for 
, N.G. and Squires, D.A. Effective Schools and 
A Research-Based Perspective. Alexandria. Assoc 
Supervision and Curriculum Development, 1983. 
168 
Sergiovanni, T.J., and Staratt, R.j. 
vision: Human PersnprHvoc. 
Company, Inc., 1979. 
Emerging Patterns of Super- 
New York: MeGraw Hill Book 
Shane, H.G. and Weaver, R.A. "Educational Developments Anticipating 
the 21st Century and the Future of Clinical Supervision," 
Journal of Research and Development in Education 9, 2 (1976): 
90-98 . 
Silberman, C.E. Crisis in the Classroom: The Remaking of an American 
Education. New York: Random House, 1970. 
Smith, B. "Pedagogical Education: How about Reform?" Phi Delta Kaooan. 
1980, 62 (2), 87-91. 
Smith, Brooks E.; Olsen, Hans C.; Johnson, Patrick J.; and Bar¬ 
bour, Chandler (Eds.) Partners in Teacher Education, Wash¬ 
ington, D.C.: The American Association of Colleges for Teach¬ 
er Education, and the Association for Student Teaching, 1968. 
Smith, Brooks E. "The Case for the College Supervisor," The College 
Supervisor: Conflict and Challenge, Forty-third Yearbook of 
the Association for Student Teaching. Cedar Falls, Iowa: The 
Association, 1964. 
Sorenson, G., and Halpert, R. "Stress in Student Teaching" California: 
Journal of Educational Research, 1968, 19, 28-33. 
Sturges, A. W. Instructional Supervisors: A Dichotomy, Educationa1 
Leadership 36 (May 1979): 586-589. 
Swearingen, Mildred E. Supervision of Instruction: Foundations and 
Discussions. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1962. 
Tabachnik, B.R. "Inter-Teacher Roles: Illusion, Disillusion and 
Reality" Journal of Tacher Education, 1980, 15 (1), 122-137. 
Templin, T.J. "Occupational Socialization and Physical Education 
Student Teacher" Research Quarterly, 1979, 50, 482-493. 
Thies-Sprinthall, L. "Supervision: An Educative or Miseducative Pro¬ 
cess?" Journal of Teacher Education, 1980, 31(4), 17-20. 
Unruh, Adolph and Turner, Harold E. Supervision for Change and—Inno¬ 
vation . Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1970. 
Watts, Doyle; "Can Campus-based Preservice Teacher Education Survive? 
journal of Teacher Education, January- February, 1982 Volume 
XXXIII, Number 1 
169 
Wilson, Suana J. Field Instruction Techniques for Supervisors. 
New York: MacMillan Publishers Company, Inc., 1981, p. 165 
Woodring, Paul. "New Directions in Teacher Education." New York 
The Fund for the Advancement of Education. 1957 
Yee, A.H. "Do Cooperating Teachers Influence the Attitudes of 
Student Teachers?" Journal of Educational Psychology, Aug., 
1969, 60(4), 327-332. 
Zaltman, G. and Duncan, R. Strategies for Planned Change. New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, 1977. 
Zeichner, K.M. "Myths and Realities: Field-Based Experiences in Pre¬ 
service Teacher Education. 1980, 31(6), 45-55. 
Zimpher, N.L.; de Voss, G.G.; and Nott, D.L. "A Closer Look at Uni¬ 
versity Student Teacher Supervision," Journal of Teacher Edu¬ 
cation, 1980, 31(4), 11-15. 
Yamamato, K.; Pederson, D.J.; Opdahl, R. Dangel, H., Townsend, C.E.; 
Paleologos, M.B. and Smith, A.N. As they see it: Culling 
Impressions from teachers in Preparation, Journal of Teacher 
Education. 1969, 20(4), 465-475. 

